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Dear Board Members: 

SUBJECT: FIRST READING OF THREE (3) ORDINANCES TO PROVIDE 

TENANT PROTECTIONS IN THE UNINCORPORATED COUNTY 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

A. Adopt and approve the Rental Registration and Tenant Protection Ordinance;

B. Adopt and approve the Just Cause Ordinance; and

C. Adopt and approve the Fair Chance Ordinance.

BACKGROUND: 

In 2018, your Board directed the Community Development Agency’s (CDA) Housing 

and Community Development Department (HCD) to investigate tenant protections in 

the Unincorporated County.  HCD applied for and received an award under the San 

Francisco Foundation’s Partnership for the Bay’s Future Challenge Grant in 2019 to 

staff and fund research and analyze options for possible protections, including the 

formation of a Steering Committee.   

The Steering Committee recommended eight protections, including Rent Stabilization, 

expansion of Statewide Just Cause for Eviction (Just Cause), anti-harassment measures, 

anti-discrimination measures and pro-active rental inspection programs.  The 

recommendations, which resulted from staff research and input from 19 stakeholder 

meetings, required a three-phased approach over multiple years to implement.  The first 

phase would include Just Cause, Fair Chance and Rental Registration ordinances.  

Future phases could include review and development of Rent Stabilization Ordinance, 

the implementation of a Rent Board and revisions to the Mandatory Rent Mediation 

Notification Ordinance.  To implement these programs, additional staffing and 

resources would be needed, and therefore the adoption of fees was included from the 

beginning of the process. 

The three ordinances in the first phase of this Tenant Protection Program were brought 

to the Unincorporated Services Committee on September 22, 2021 and January 24, 

2022, and to the Joint Health and Social Services Committee in January 2022. The 
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program was also discussed at each of the Unincorporated Area Municipal Advisory Councils 

(MACs) in the Fall of 2021.   Draft ordinances were taken to the Unincorporated Services 

Committee on June 22, 2022, and July 27, 2022, and the Transportation and Planning Committee 

on May 9, 2022 and July 13, 2022. 

The three ordinances before you today have received significant public comment and edits 

reflect important aspects from all perspectives on this issue.   

RENTAL HOUSING REGISTRY AND TENANT ANTI-HARASSMENT: 

Originally proposed as a proactive rental inspection and rental registry ordinance in March 2022 

at the Transportation and Planning Committee, this ordinance no longer includes proactive rental 

inspection based on the comments received at the Transportation and Planning Committee; staff 

will subsequently propose a pilot complaint-based rental inspection program  A rent registry is a 

database that allows a jurisdiction to compile key data on rental units and is used as an 

enforcement tool for Rent Stabilization and Just Cause for Eviction ordinances.   

In September 2022, the Terner Center for Housing Innovation published a study that found rents 

had increased statewide more than allowed in the Tenant Protection Act of 2019 (AB 1482) and 

rent registries administered by local jurisdictions are necessary to determine where landlords are 

exceeding AB 1482 or local Rent Stabilization rent limits.  In October 2022, University of 

California, Riverside published a rebuttal to the Terner Center's assertion regarding rents, but 

conceded that the most recent primary data available, the yearly U.S. Census's American 

Community Survey, "does not allow for tracking of individual households over time so we 

cannot perform a direct check on whether there are widespread violations of AB 1482."1 

A rental registry is also an evidence‐ backed tool for efficiently tracking and enforcing code 

violations in rental properties. Rental registration programs require that rental properties are 

registered with the local government by submitting basic information about the property, such as 

how to reach the property owners in the event of an emergency, the rents charged, and prior 

instances of code violations.    

The current version of this ordinance, Exhibit A-1, includes essential tenant protections that were 

added to the ordinance in advance of the Unincorporated Services Committee meeting held on 

July 27, 2022.  In response to tenant testimony at multiple community meetings, additional items 

include anti-harassment language modeled after the City of Emeryville’s ordinance and a 

requirement to offer a written lease, similar to San Mateo County’s ordinance. These two 

sections were new to the Ordinance from the Transportation and Planning Committee.  

Community input from Unincorporated Services prompted additional clarifying edits to this 

section after the public meeting.  Community concerns regarding the proposed ordinance are 

presented in Exhibit A-2.   

JUST CAUSE: 

Just Cause for Eviction (Just Cause) ordinances provide a protective legal framework to govern 

when and how a landlord can evict a tenant.  In jurisdictions with Just Cause ordinances, a tenant 



Board of Supervisors 

November 22, 2022 

Page 3 

cannot be evicted unless a landlord can show one of the enumerated “just causes.”  Just Cause 

ordinances are enforced in court and provide a tenant with a defense against arbitrary eviction.  

Attorneys use the ordinance to protect tenants from unlawful evictions.  Many jurisdictions in 

California fund legal services programs to assist tenants in obtaining legal representation in 

eviction matters, allowing them to fully access their rights under a local Just Cause ordinance.  

Your Board provides some of these services under its countywide AC Housing Secure Program 

and has funded an expanded short-term program in the Unincorporated County with American 

Rescue Act Plan (ARPA) funds, though those resources will end in December 2024.   

 In 2019, the State of California passed AB 1482.  This law caps the amount that can be charged 

for annual rent increases annually and requires “just cause” for termination of the lease for 

tenants who live in some properties, not all.  

The current version of this ordinance, Exhibit B-1, includes several key differences from State 

AB 1482.  The State law does not include protections for tenants in single-family homes (with a 

difficult-to-implement exception for tenants living in Real Estate Investment Trust-owned single-

family homes), in units built in the last 15 years, and for tenants who have lived in the unit for 

less than a year. Additionally, school year protections for educators and students are included in 

this proposed ordinance. The current version of the ordinance protects tenants in all these 

situations, which makes the ordinance more protective than State law and therefore allows the 

local ordinance to supplant AB 1482. Community concerns regarding the proposed ordinance are 

presented in Exhibit B-2.   

FAIR CHANCE: 

Fair Chance legislation regulates when and how a landlord may ask about and use arrest and 

conviction records in evaluating a potential tenant.  The legislation prohibits the use of criminal 

histories for most offenses in determining access to housing and ban the use of advertising 

language that excludes or discriminates against individuals with criminal histories, including 

arrest and conviction records.  

State law offers limited protection for renters with criminal histories.  Landlords are banned from 

categorically denying housing to those who were formerly incarcerated but may deny housing to 

individuals convicted of a “specific crime that is a demonstratable risk to other residents or the 

property.”  Under State law, local jurisdictions may create a more protective framework and 

many cities throughout California, including Berkeley, Oakland and Richmond, have adopted 

their own Fair Chance laws and regulations.  

The purposes of the Fair Chance ordinance are to: 

 Create local enforcement/recourse for tenants who have experienced discrimination based

on past involvement with the criminal justice system.

 Increase housing access for formerly incarcerated individuals and their family.

 Reduce homelessness and family separation that results from blanket exclusion of

housing applicants based solely on criminal background checks.
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 Reduce recidivism by removing structural barriers to stable housing.

 Provide formerly incarcerated people a fair opportunity to reclaim their lives and

effectively reintegrate into the Unincorporated County.

The key aspects of the draft Fair Chance ordinance are outlined below: 

 Disclosure of Criminal History. Housing providers cannot ask about an applicant’s

criminal history or require disclosure of criminal history.

 State Lifetime Sex Offender Registry. Housing providers can comply with federal or

state laws that require automatic exclusion based on certain types of criminal

history.  Housing providers may review the State Registry of Lifetime Sex Offenders,

only the provider informs the applicant of this review, has determined that the applicant

is qualified to rent the housing based on all other criteria, provided the applicant a

conditional rental agreement, and informed the applicant that the provider will be

checking the registry.

 Family Members.  Close family members of an occupying tenant must be allowed to

occupy a rental unit, regardless of criminal history. Close family members who are

residing with affected individuals in the same household and close family members who

have financial responsibility for the affected individuals are allowed to bring actions

under this ordinance.

 Advertisements. Housing providers cannot advertise that applicants with criminal

history may not apply for housing.

The current version of this ordinance, Exhibit C-1, includes all of these protections.  Community 

concerns regarding this ordinance are attached as Exhibit C-2.   

Generally, there are two models of how to approach regulation of the property owner-tenant 

relationship: passive enforcement and active enforcement. The passive enforcement approach 

enforces regulations only in response to complaints, which usually find their way to the 

regulatory agency only in egregious cases or where tenants have contact with an advocacy 

organization. The active enforcement approach uses extensive outreach to inform tenants and 

owners about their rights and obligations under the law and program regulations, maintains full 

and accurate records through reporting requirements for initial rents and eviction proceedings, 

provides mediation and dispute resolution services, and actively enforces the law and regulations 

when it finds violations.   

Research has indicated that an active enforcement model is a best practice, especially for low-

income communities and those with language barriers.  Property owner comments have largely 

hinged on the County adopting a passive enforcement model, while tenants want the County to 

adopt an active enforcement model.  The unincorporated county has a high proportion of low-

income tenants with language barriers who are less likely to make complaints in fear of 

retaliation and who have difficulty navigating support systems.  While staff have attempted to 

address property owner concerns where possible within this framework, the recommended 

approach remains an active enforcement model.    
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FINANCING: 

The Just Cause and Rental Housing Registry Ordinances propose a fee be established after a Fee 

Study is conducted.  At that point, staff will return to the Board with a proposed fee schedule for 

review and possible adoption.  There is no Net County Cost as a result of this action. 

VISION 2026 GOAL: 
The approval of these Ordinances meets the 10X goal pathway of Eliminate Homelessness in 

support of our shared visions of Thriving and Resilient Populations and Safe and Livable 

Communities. 

Very truly yours, 

Sandra Rivera, Interim Director 

Community Development Agency 

cc: Susan S. Muranishi, County Administrator 

Donna R. Ziegler, County Counsel 

Melissa Wilk, Auditor-Controller 

Laura Lloyd, County Administrator’s Office  

Heather Littlejohn Goodman, Office of the County Counsel 

Lucy Romo, Community Development Agency 
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Tenant Concerns: 

 Tenants are concerned that property owners are not held accountable and local

government does not have the right tools available to enforce requirements.

 Having access to a single place where information is kept and stored for each property, so

that issues by property or by owner can be tracked and trends and data can be analyzed is

an important tool.

 Tenants have a power imbalance in their relationship with their property owners, and

without a tracking system, they are by default, held responsible for policing bad actor

landlords by a complaint driven system.

 Tracking information provides accountability.

Property Owner Concerns: 

 The main argument put forth by opponents of rental registration is that a registration

system  is unnecessary, and that local government already has access to this information.

 Property owners are concerned about the data that a registration system creates and

tracks.  The California Apartment Association has concerns about overreach of

government and that this information is invasive.

 It is an expensive brand-new bureaucracy, which should not be instituted to oversee

property owners.
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Tenant Concerns: 

 Just cause should cover all tenants, regardless of type of housing, how old the property is

or length of tenancy.

 Landlords should be responsible for enumerating the “Just Cause” in writing to ensure

that evictions are not arbitrary.

 Tenants who are evicted for substantial rehabilitation should be allowed first right of

return to the unit at the same rent, otherwise owners are incentivized to evict tenants for a

disproportionate rent increase.

 Tenant advocates do not consider AB 1482 a balanced compromise between tenants and

property owners and continued to object to several key provisions of AB 1482 which this

ordinance addresses.

 Tenants who lose their housing due to a no-fault eviction, are entitled to monetary

compensation sufficient for them to find a new unit.  State AB 1482 provides for one

month’s rent, which is not sufficient in the high-cost Bay Area.

Property Owner Concerns: 

 State law AB 1482 specifically excludes most single-family homes from Just Cause

protections.  Property owners and advocates are concerned that including single-family

rentals will drive housing providers out of the market.

 Fair dealing and good faith are a two-way street and tenants should be required to also be

held to standards in this type of ordinance.

 Just Cause creates a lifetime tenancy, and for bad-acting tenants, this ordinance makes it

difficult for property owners to evict them.  Reducing the 12-month limitation on

inclusion makes it that much more difficult for property owners to evict bad actor tenants.

 The California Apartment Association considers AB 1482 an agreed-upon balance

between tenants and property owners.

 Additional protections for seniors and families with children constitutes a taking.

 The ordinance should not have criminal penalties, criminalizing what should be a civil

matter.  (County staff note:  All violations of County Ordinances are a misdemeanor, not

just this one.)

 Tenants should not be allowed to sue the property owner for damages for an illegal

eviction attempt.
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Exhibit C-2 – Fair Chance Concerns 

Tenant Concerns: 

 The ordinance should allow close family members, regardless of location, to have a claim

under the ordinance even when they do not reside at the unit. This is critical to tenants

because it empowers families to help in situations where the formerly incarcerated person

may have lost hope in navigating the application process. This is the way the law is

already structured in the Cities of Berkeley and Oakland.

 Entities receiving funding from Alameda County should also be required to participate in

the Fair Chance ordinance requirements.

Property Owner Concerns: 

 Properties with four units or less should be exempt. (County Staff note:  Properties with

four units or less where an owner lives in the property as their primary residence, have

been exempted).

 Fair Chance results in unlimited subletting.  (County Staff note:  Edits were made to

address this issue).

 This ordinance opens the housing providers to minimal control and significant liability.
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ORDINANCE NO. __________ 

AN ORDINANCE ADDING CHAPTER 6.64 OF THE ALAMEDA COUNTY ORDINANCE 

CODE TO ESTABLISH A RENTAL HOUSING REGISTRY AND TENANT ANTI-

HARASSMENT PROVISIONS 

The Board of Supervisors of the County of Alameda, State of California, does ordain as follows: 

SECTION I 

1.  The Board of Supervisors of the County recognizes that rental housing is of tremendous 

importance and that establishing a Rental Registration Ordinance is necessary to protect 

the health, safety and welfare of the public.  One of the ways this shall be accomplished 

by requiring rental housing to be registered with the County.   

2. Rental housing provides needed, affordable housing for more than 50% of the residents 

of unincorporated area of Alameda County and is a valuable asset that should be 

preserved and maintained.   

3.  According to the 2020 American Community Survey Census, there are almost 19,000 

rental units within the unincorporated area of Alameda County.  A rental registry is 

needed to ensure proper information is recorded regarding available rental housing 

resources. Establishing a Rental Registration system provides important information for 

the County, including how to contact property owners or their agents, and ensures that all 

units are subject to the same standards, creating a level playing field for all property 

owners.   

4. According to the Terner Center for Housing Innovation September 22, 2022 

Collaborative Brief on Tenant Protection Act of 2019 (AB 1482), rent registries 

administered by local jurisdictions are necessary to determine where landlords are 

exceeding AB 1482 rent limits. 

5. To promote public health, safety, and welfare, tenants should be free from discrimination, 

harassment, and retaliation by landlords and property managers.   

6. The Board of Supervisors recognizes there must be an adequate funding source to 

implement this program. To provide adequate funding for the program under this 

chapter, the Board of Supervisors will assess an annual fee.   

SECTION II 

Chapter 6.64 is hereby added to the Alameda County Ordinance Code and reads as follows: 

Chapter 6.64 Rental Housing Registry  

6.64.010 Findings and Purpose 

The purpose of this Chapter is to establish a registry of all rental housing units in the 

unincorporated area of Alameda County, including, among other things, information 

about rental rates and eviction notices.  
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The administration of this program is delegated to the Housing and Community 

Development Department. 

6.64.020 Director Authority to Establish Procedures, Implement and Enforce 

Program  

Except as otherwise provided in this Chapter, the Director of the Housing and 

Community Development Department shall administer and enforce this Chapter. The 

Director may adopt such rules, regulations, procedures, and forms as may be required to 

implement this Chapter. 

6.64.030 Definitions 

Unless otherwise defined by this code or clearly required by its context, the following terms 

when used by this code shall have the meanings set forth in this chapter. 

“Bad Faith” means willful, reckless, or grossly negligent conduct in disregard for legal 

requirements. The scope and effect of the conduct will be taken into account in 

determining whether it is in Bad Faith. 

“Contact Representative” means a representative of the Property Owner who will be the 

contact for the Rental Registration Program, as detailed in Section 6.64.110. 

“Director” means the Director of the Housing and Community Development Department, 

responsible for implementing and overseeing the Rental Registration Program. 

“Engage in the Business of Rental Housing” means renting or offering to rent a Rental 

Housing Unit or Mobile Home Park Space to a resident. 

“Mobile Home” means a structure designed for human habitation and for being moved on 

a street or highway under permit pursuant to California Vehicle Code Section 35790, 

including but not limited to a manufactured home, as defined in the California Health and 

Safety Code, a recreational vehicle, as defined in California Civil Code Section 799.24, a 

commercial coach, as defined in California Health & Safety Code Section 18001.8, or 

factory-built housing as defined in California Health &Safety Code Section 19971. 

“Mobile Home Park Space” is the property upon which a Mobile Home is parked and for 

which money or other consideration is charged to the occupant of that space. 

“Property Owner” means the person, persons, or entity holding fee title to a Rental 

Housing Unit, Property, Mobile Home that is rented to a Tenant, or Mobile Home Park 

and their agent, representative, or successor. 

“Person” means an individual, corporation, partnership, association, or other entity. 

“Registration Fee” is the fee that is payable each year by Property Owners in the 

unincorporated area of Alameda County.  
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“Rental Housing Unit” means a single unit providing living facilities for one or more 

persons regardless of zoning or permitting status that is rented or available for rent to one 

or more residents, together with all Common Areas.     

“Property” means any real property with one or more Rental Housing Units or Mobile 

Home Park Spaces. The term “Property” shall also include tracts, lots, easements or 

parcels of land and any and all improvements thereon.  

“Tenant” means a residential tenant, subtenant, lessee, sublessee, or any other person 

entitled by written or oral rental agreement, or by sufferance, to the use or occupancy of a 

Rental Housing Unit. Use of the singular “tenant” includes the plural “tenants” and vice 

versa. 

“Termination Notice” means the notice informing a tenant household of the termination 

of its tenancy which includes but is not limited to notices governed by California Civil 

Code Sections 1946, 1946.1, 1946.2, 1954.535, and California Code of Civil Procedure 

Section 1161. 

6.64.040 Applicability 

All Rental Housing Units and Mobile Home Park Spaces in the unincorporated area of 

Alameda County are subject to the registration requirements of this Chapter, including 

transitory residential units in hotels, motels, inns, and vacation rentals, including 

individual rooms or portions of rooms in short-term or vacation rentals. Group homes, 

transitional living facilities, and other businesses that provide shared housing must also 

register.  The space that a Mobile Home sits on, if that space is rented from the Property 

Owner in a Mobile Home Park, must also register.  A room or a portion of a room in an 

unlicensed facility or group home must also register.   

6.64.050 Registration Required for all Rental Housing Units and Mobile Home Park 

Spaces 

A. It is unlawful for any Property Owner to Engage in the Business of Rental Housing, 

unless: 

 

1. Each Rental Housing Unit and Mobile Home Park Space is registered with the 

County; 

 

2. The Property Owner has paid the annual Registration Fee; and 

 

3. The Property Owner has obtained an annual business license, if required under 

Chapter 3.04.030 of this Code.   

 

B. A Rental Housing Unit or Mobile Home Park Space is registered with the County 

when the Property Owner submits to the County’s Community Development Agency 

a completed registration form, in a form determined by the Director, that is signed 

under penalty of perjury. The registration, which may be in electronic form and may 
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be part of an online database system, must contain, at minimum, the following 

information: 

 

1. Description of the Property, including the street address and Assessor’s Parcel 

Number, and whether or not it is a Single Family, Multi-family or Mobile 

Home Park Space; 

 

2. Rental Housing Unit number and address or, if none, other description of all 

housing units and Mobile Home Park Spaces on the Property, including the 

size and amenities of the unit and the names and contact information of the 

tenants;  

 

3. Name and current contact information for all Owners of the Rental Housing 

Unit or the Mobile Home Park, which shall include the legal name of the 

beneficial owner or ownership entity for each property, including  limited 

partners, general partners, limited liability company members and 

shareholders with ten percent (10%) or more ownership of the entity;   

 

4. Name and current contact information for the Contact Representative, as 

described in section 6.64.110, below;  

 

5. Name, address, email address, and telephone number of the person or entity 

that a Tenant is to contact when requesting repairs be made to their Rental 

Housing Unit and the contact person or entity’s business relationship to the 

Property Owner; 

 

6. The month and year that the most current occupancy began for each Rental 

Housing unit or Mobile Home Park Space, the rent charged for each Rental 

Housing Unit or Mobile Home Park Space, which information is to be 

updated each year; 

 

7. Property Owner confirmation that it has provided all required written notices 

to tenants of their rights, including rights under this ordinance, other local 

ordinances, and any rights conveyed by California Civil Code section 1946.2 

(the Tenant Protection Act of 2019). 

 

8. Any other information reasonably required by the Director to carry out the 

terms of this Chapter, which will be described on the registration form.  

 

C. The initial registration requirement established by this Chapter shall be effective as of 

January1, 2024.  After the initial registration, the Property Owner must update their 

registration for each Rental Housing Unit annually by January 1, or within 30 days of 

a change of ownership. 
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D. A Landlord’s failure to register a rental unit can be raised by a Tenant as a defense to 

an Unlawful Detainer action, until the Unit is registered.  All termination notices shall 

include language to that effect.  

 

E. All contact information provided to the County is confidential and exempt from 

disclosure to the fullest extent allowable by law, including California Civil Code 

section 1947.7(g). 

 

6.64.060 Anti-Harassment and Other Prohibited Activities. 

 

A. No Property Owner, or such Property Owner’s agent, contractor, subcontractor or 

employee, may harass Tenants, or do any of the following in Bad Faith: 

 

1. Interrupt, terminate, reduce or fail to provide, or threaten to interrupt, 

terminate, reduce or fail to provide any housing services required by law or 

under the rental agreement, including  utility services and other amenities and 

services; 

 

2. Fail to perform repairs or maintenance required by contract or by State, 

County, or local housing, health, or safety laws; 

 

3. Fail to exercise due diligence to complete repairs and maintenance once 

undertaken, including the failure to follow industry-appropriate safety 

standards and protocols; 

 

4. Abuse or otherwise improperly use Property Owner’s right to access the 

Property or Rental Housing Unit, including conducting excessive entries, 

unauthorized entries, or entries that are not authorized by Civil Code section 

1954; 

 

5. Remove personal property of the Tenant from the Rental Housing Unit; 

 

6. Influence or attempt to influence the Tenant to vacate the Rental Housing Unit 

by means of fraud, intimidation, or coercion (including threats based on 

immigration status); 

 

7. Offer payment or any other consideration, in return for the Tenant vacating 

the Rental Housing Unit, more often than once every six (6) months; 

 

8. Attempt to coerce a Tenant to vacate a unit, including with offers of payment 

which are accompanied with threats or intimidation; 

 

9. Threaten the Tenant by word or gesture with physical harm; 

 

10. Refuse to accept or acknowledge receipt of lawful rent from the Tenant; 

11. Interfere with the Tenant’s right to privacy; 
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12. Request information that violates the Tenant’s right to privacy; 

 

13. Other acts or omissions that are repeated or are of such significance as to 

substantially interfere with or disturb the Tenant’s comfort, repose, peace, or 

quiet enjoyment, and that cause, are likely to cause, or are intended to cause 

the Tenant to vacate the Rental Housing Unit;  

 

14. Retaliate against the Tenant for the Tenant’s exercise of rights under this 

chapter or under State or Federal law; or 

 

15. Discriminate against the Tenant. 

 

B. Nothing in this section prohibits the lawful eviction of a Tenant by legal means. 

 

C. A Property Owner must provide a written notification of these prohibitions to a 

Tenant with the Tenant’s initial written lease and post the notice in a conspicuous 

place in a common area on the Property.  A County–approved notice will be made 

available on the Housing and Community Development Department website. 

 

D. A Tenant may bring a civil action for any combination of equitable relief, actual or 

statutory damages, and restitution for any violation of this section 6.64.060(A). 

 

6.64.070 Requirement to Offer Written Rental Agreement 

A. New Tenancies.  Property Owners must, if requested in writing, offer new Tenants a 

written agreement, or lease, for the rental of the Rental Housing Unit.  The agreement 

must cover the rights and responsibilities of both the Property Owner and the Tenant 

or Mobile Homeowner and what services and utilities are included in the lease. 

 

B. Existing Tenancies. Within 90 days of the effective date of this chapter, any existing 

Tenant renting residential real property or a Mobile Home may request a written lease 

from their Property Owner. The Tenant shall make the written request for a lease by 

written notice to the Property Owner. The Property Owner shall, upon receipt of such 

notice, offer the Tenant a written lease on terms substantially similar to those of the 

existing rental arrangement within 90 days.  

 

6.64.080  Fees 

 

A. Rental Registration Program Fee. Each Property Owner subject to this Chapter must 

pay a registration fee for each Rental Housing Unit. The registration fee may be 

established by the board of supervisors to cover costs of the rental registration 

enforcement program under this Chapter. After the fee is established by the Board of 

Supervisors, the registration fee must be paid annually by January 31st of each 

calendar year. 
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B. Payment of Rental Registration Fee.   

 

1. The annual registration fee must be paid online, by mail, or in person, 

pursuant to such forms and procedures as may be established by the Director.  

 

2. The registration fee is payable by the Property Owner to the County. The 

Property Owner may charge the Tenant up to one half (50%) of the annual fee 

on a reimbursement basis. The portion of the registration fee paid by the 

Tenant to the Property Owner is not “rent” and cannot form the basis of an 

eviction for non-payment. 

6.64.090  Penalties for Late or Unpaid Fee  

Penalties for late payment or nonpayment of the rental registration fee may be 

established by the Board of Supervisors. No portion of late payment penalties 

may be passed on to Tenants.  

6.64.100 Registering Notice of Terminating Tenancy  

 

A. The notice of termination given to Tenant by the Property Owner or Agent must 

contain the reason for the termination of tenancy.  

 

B. The Property Owner must provide a copy of the notice of termination to the Housing 

and Community Development Department (HCD) within ten (10) days of delivery to 

the Tenant. The Property Owner must attach a copy of the applicable rental 

agreement or contract to the notice of termination when submitting the notice of 

termination to HCD.  

6.64.110 Contact Representative 

A. Each Property Owner must designate a Contact Representative with full authority to 

act on behalf of the Property Owner for all purposes under this Chapter, including the 

acceptance of service of notices from the County. The Property Owner of the Rental 

Housing Unit or Rental Housing Property may act as the Contact Representative. 

 

B. All official notices served on the Contact Representative shall be deemed to have 

been served on the Property Owner. 

6.64.120 Enforcement 

A. Nothing in this Chapter shall limit or prohibit the authority of County officers, agents 

or employees from enforcing any other provision of this Code or any state or federal 

law under their jurisdiction.  

B. Any Tenant may bring a civil action to enforce their rights under this Chapter, 

including a determination of whether the Property Owner has violated section 

6.64.060. 
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SECTION III 

 

This ordinance shall take effect and be in force thirty (30) days after its adoption. Before the 

expiration of fifteen (15) days after its passage it shall be published once with the names of the 

members voting for and against the same in the Inter-City Express, a newspaper published in the 

County of Alameda.  

 

 

Adopted by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Alameda, State of California, on the 6th day 

of  December 2022, by the following called vote: 

AYES: 

NOES: 

EXCUSED: 

ABSTAINED:   

       ____________________________________ 

   KEITH CARSON 

   President of the Board of Supervisors 

ATTEST: 

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors, 

 

By:  ________________________ 

 Deputy Clerk 

 

 

 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

DONNA R. ZIEGLER, COUNTY COUNSEL 

 

By:  _____________________________ 

 Heather Littlejohn Goodman 

 Deputy County Counsel 



















in-espective of the fact that any one or more sections, subsections, sentences, clauses or 
phrases had been declared invalid or unconstitutional. 

6.25.110 Enforcement Date 

A Housing Provider shall not be liable for a violation of this chapter that occurs within 
the first 180 days after final adoption of this chapter unless the Housing Provider has 
first received a warning letter from the County regarding a violation of the Ordinance. 

6.25.120 Notice to Housing Providers 

The Housing Director is directed to cause notice of this Ordinance to be mailed to all 
residential rental property owners subject to this chapter within 90 days of final adoption 
of this Ordinance. Not receiving a notice does not constitute a defense against violation 
of this chapter. 

SECTION III 

This ordinance shall be in force thirty (30) days after its passage and before the expiration 
of fifteen (15) days after its passage it shall be published once with the names of the members 
voting for and against the same in the Inter-City Express, a newspaper published in the County 
of Alameda. 

Adopted by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Alameda, State of California, on 
the 6th day of December 2022  by the following called vote: 

AYES: 

NOES: 

EXCUSED: 

ABSTAINED: 

KEITH CARSON 
President of the Board of Supervisors 

ATTEST: 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors, 

By: -----------
Deputy Clerk 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
DONNA R. !EGLER, COUNTY COUNSEL 

He lie Littlejohn Goodman 
Deputy County Counsel 
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ORDINANCE NO. _____ 

 

AN ORDINANCE ADDING CHAPTER 3.70 TO THE ALAMEDA COUNTY ORDINANCE 

CODE REGARDING JUST CAUSE FOR EVICTIONS IN THE 

UNINCORPORATED AREAS OF ALAMEDA COUNTY 

 

The Board of Supervisors of the County of Alameda, State of California, does ordain as 

follows:  

SECTION I 

The Board of Supervisors makes the following findings in support of this Ordinance: 

A. The State of California adopted AB 1482 enacting the Tenant Protection Act of 

2019, effective January 2, 2020. This Tenant Protection Act provided just cause 

tenant protections to some, but not all, tenants in the state. 

B. The Tenant Protection Act does not apply to tenants residing in single family 

homes or tenants who have lived in their home for less than 12 months. 

C. Just cause protections should be expanded to ensure the County is extending 

protections equally to all tenants in the unincorporated area of Alameda County. 

D. There is a shortage of decent, safe, affordable, and sanitary housing in the 

unincorporated areas of the County of Alameda.  

E. The prolonged affordable housing crisis in the unincorporated areas of Alameda 

County impacts low income and working-class households, senior citizens, people 

of color, immigrants, and people with disabilities, and thereby has a 

disproportionate impact on certain classes of people, and evictions without cause 

increases homelessness, crime, and harms neighborhood stability and cohesion.  

 

F. Residential tenants, who constitute over 50% of the residents of unincorporated 

areas of Alameda County, often suffer great and serious hardship when forced to 

move from their homes. 

G. Protections against unjust evictions are needed in the unincorporated areas of the 

County of Alameda to protect residents from circumvention of rent stabilization 

laws.  

H. Given the increased housing cost burden faced by many residents of the 

unincorporated areas of Alameda County, excessive rent increases threaten the 

public health, safety, and welfare of over 10,000 households, including seniors, 

people with disabilities, those on fixed incomes, those with low and moderate 

income levels, and those with other special needs, to the extent that such persons 

may be forced to choose between paying rent and providing food, clothing, and 

medical care for themselves and their families. 

I. According to the 2019 American Community Survey, 50% of tenant households 
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are "rent-burdened households," meaning the household pays 30% or more of its 

income on housing costs and 27% of tenant household are “extremely rent-

burdened households,” meaning the household pays 50% or more of its income on 

housing costs.  

J. Without sufficient and long-term eviction protections, many tenants move out even 

without adequate replacement housing rather than face future legal eviction that 

could impact their ability to find new housing. 

K. Given these numerous concerns, including the current and immediate threat to the 

health, safety, and welfare of unincorporated areas of  Alameda County residents 

and the adverse impacts that would result from a substantial decrease of 

affordable housing within the unincorporated areas of Alameda County, the Board 

of Supervisors determines that it is in the interest of immediately preserving the 

public health, safety and general welfare to enact this ordinance adopting just 

cause eviction protections. 

SECTION II 

Chapter 3.70 is hereby added to the Alameda County Ordinance Code and reads as follows: 

Chapter 3.70 – JUST CAUSE EVICTION 

3.70.010 Findings and Purpose 

A. The purpose of this Chapter is to promote neighborhood and community stability, healthy 

housing, and affordability for renters in the unincorporated areas of Alameda County by 

controlling arbitrary evictions to the greatest extent allowable under California law, while 

ensuring landlords a fair and reasonable return on their investment. 

The Board of Supervisors finds that: (i) the just cause for termination of a residential tenancy 

under this Chapter is consistent with Civil Code section 1946.2; (ii) this Chapter further 

limits the reasons for termination of a residential tenancy, provides for higher relocation 

assistance amounts, and provides additional tenant protections that are not prohibited by any 

other provision of law; and (iii) this Chapter is more protective than the provisions of Civil 

Code section 1946.2.  

3.70.020 Director Authority to Establish Procedures, Implement and Enforce 

Program  

Except as otherwise provided herein, the provisions of this Chapter shall be administered and 

enforced by the Director of the Housing and Community Development Department of the 

Community Development Agency or their designee.  The Director may adopt such rules, 

regulations, procedures, and forms as may be required to implement this chapter. 

3.70.030 Definitions 
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Unless the particular provision or the context otherwise requires, the following definitions shall 

govern the interpretation and application of this Chapter: 

 

A. “Elderly Tenant” means a tenant who is 62 years of age or older. 

 

B. “Housing Department” means the Housing and Community Development Department of 

the County of Alameda. 

 

C. “Housing Director” means the  director of the Housing Department of the County of 

Alameda or their designated representative, acting either directly or through their assigned 

deputies and employees. 

 

D. “Landlord” means an owner, lessor, or sublessor who receives or is entitled to receive rent 

for the use and occupancy of any Rental Unit, and the agent, representative, or successor of 

any of the foregoing. 

 

E. “No-Fault Eviction” means evictions brought under paragraph F, G and H of Section 

3.70.060. 

 

F. “Reasonable Time to Cure” means not less than fourteen (14) calendar days after receipt of 

Warning Notice. 

 

G. “Rental Unit” means any unit in any real property (regardless of zoning status), including 

the land appurtenant thereto and spaces for mobile home dwelling units, that is rented or 

available for rent for residential use or occupancy (regardless of whether the unit is also 

used for other purposes), together with all housing-related services connected with use or 

occupancy of such property, such as common areas and recreational facilities held out for 

use by the tenant, including parking facilities. 

 

H. “School Employee” means any person who works at a school in Alameda County as an 

employee of the school or the school district, including all teachers, classroom aides, 

administrators, administrative staff, counselors, social workers, school nurses, speech 

pathologists, custodians, security guards, cafeteria workers, community relations specialists, 

child welfare and attendance liaisons, and learning support consultants. 

 

I. “Tenant” means a residential tenant, subtenant, lessee, sublessee, or any other person 

entitled by written or oral rental agreement, or by sufferance, to the use or occupancy of a 

Rental Unit. 

 

J. “Tenant Household” means one or more Tenants who occupy any individual Rental Unit, 

including each dependent of any Tenant whose primary residence is the Rental Unit. 

 

K. “Termination Notice” shall have the meaning provided in Section 3.70.080. 

 

L. “Unreasonably Withheld Consent to Subtenancy” means consent to subtenancy that is 

unreasonably withheld by a Landlord as set forth in Section 3.70.090. 



4 

M. “Warning Notice” means the notice described in paragraphs  A, B, C, D, or E of Section 

3.70.060. A Warning Notice must be delivered in writing to the Rental Unit.  The notice 

shall also include sufficient details allowing a reasonable person to comply. The notice shall 

also include any information necessary to determine the date, time, place, witnesses present 

and other circumstances concerning the reason for the notice. 

 

3.70.040 Applicability and Exemptions 

A. Applicability. The provisions of this Chapter shall apply to (1) all Tenants who have 

rented a subject Rental Unit in the unincorporated area of Alameda County, and (2) to all 

Rental Units, in whole or in part, located in the unincorporated area of Alameda County, 

subject to the exemptions in paragraph B below. 

B. Exemptions. This Chapter shall not apply to the following types of Rental Units: 

1. Rental Units described in California Civil Code Section 1940(b) (1) and (2).  

2. Rental Units in a residential property of four or fewer units where the owner occupies 

a unit in the same property as their principal residence.   

3. Rental Units in a residential property where the owner occupies a unit in the same 

property as their principal residence and regularly shares in the use of kitchen or bath 

facilities with the tenants of such Rental Units and has done so since the inception of 

the tenancy. 

4. Rental Units in any hospital, skilled nursing facility, or health facility. 

5. Rental Units in a facility that has the primary purpose of providing short term housing 

for treatment, assistance, or therapy; including for alcohol, drug or other substance 

abuse issues and the housing is provided incident to the services program, and where 

the client has been informed in writing of the temporary or transitional nature of the 

housing at its inception. 

6. Rental Units or housing provided by a nonprofit, a hospital or a church that is a 

licensed care facility for special needs populations.  

C. This Chapter shall not apply to an unlawful detainer action solely for nonpayment of rent 

originally due from March 1, 2020 through June 30, 2022, to the extent prohibited by 

California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1179.05 or any successor statute. 

D. If a Landlord claims the Rental Unit is exempt from this Chapter based upon the 

provisions in this Section, the Landlord must list the applicable exemption in the 

Termination Notice.  

3.70.050 Just Cause Protections 

A. A Landlord may not take any action to terminate any tenancy, including making a 

demand for possession of a Rental Unit, threatening to terminate a tenancy verbally or in 
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writing, serving any notice to quit or other eviction notice, bringing any action to recover 

possession or be granted recovery of possession of a Rental Unit, including by seeking 

the entry of an eviction judgment or by causing or permitting a writ of possession to be 

entered unless the Landlord can demonstrate: 

 

1. That the Landlord served a Termination Notice to the Tenant Household and 

delivered a copy of the Termination Notice to the Housing and Community 

Development Department in accordance with Section 3.70.080; and 

 

2. That the termination qualifies as a just cause termination in compliance with 

Section 3.70.060. 

B. In any action to recover possession of a Rental Unit pursuant to this Chapter, a Landlord 

must allege and prove that the Landlord seeks to recover possession of the unit with good 

faith. 

3.70.060 Just Causes For Termination 

The following constitute the only just causes for eviction pursuant to Section 3.70.050: 

A. Non-Payment of Rent. After being provided with the identity and mailing address of the 

Landlord, and the amount of rent due, and all other requirements in accordance with state 

law, the Tenant, following a Warning Notice setting forth the amount of rent then due 

and requiring it to be paid and Reasonable Time to Cure, has failed to pay rent to which 

the Landlord is legally entitled pursuant to any written or oral rental agreement and under 

the provisions of state or local law, unless the Tenant has withheld rent pursuant to 

applicable law. 

 

1. In any action to recover possession of a Rental Unit filed under this paragraph it 

shall be a defense if the Landlord impeded the Tenant’s effort to pay rent by refusing to 

accept rent paid on behalf of the Tenant from a third party or refusing to provide a W-9 

form or other necessary documentation for the Tenant to receive rental assistance from a 

government agency, non-profit organization, or other third party. 

 

2. Acceptance of rental payments made on behalf of the Tenant by a third party shall 

not create a tenancy between the Landlord and the third party as long as either the 

Landlord or the Tenant provide written notice that no new tenancy is intended. 

 

B. Material Violation of the Lease.   

 

1. The Tenant, after receiving a Warning Notice and Reasonable Time to Cure, has 

failed to cure a violation of any material term of the rental agreement but only if 

either clause (a) or (b) in this subparagraph applies: 

 

a. The Warning Notice is based on terms that are legal and have been accepted 

in writing by the Tenant at the inception of the tenancy; or 
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b. The Warning Notice is based on terms that were accepted by the Tenant in 

writing after the initial creation of the tenancy, so long as the Landlord first 

notified the Tenant in writing that they need not accept such terms or agree to 

their being made part of the rental agreement. 

 

2. The following potential violations of a tenancy can never be considered material 

violations of the lease: 

 

a. An obligation to surrender possession on proper notice as required by law; or 

 

b. Subletting or assignment, where the Landlord has unreasonably withheld 

consent to the subtenancy as defined in Section 3.70.090; the Tenant remains 

an actual occupant of the rental unit; and the number of Tenants and 

subtenants actually occupying the rental unit does not exceed the number of  

occupants allowed by the applicable State or County building or housing 

codes. This section shall apply regardless of any lease term to the contrary; or 

 

c. Violation of Alameda County Code Chapter 6.65, Unincorporated Alameda 

County Real Property Nuisances in the area surrounding the unit, where no 

other violation is alleged.      

C.  Substantial Damage to Rental Unit. The Tenant, after a Warning Notice to cease and 

Reasonable Time to Cure, has caused or allowed substantial damage to the premises or 

common areas shared by the premises beyond normal wear and tear and has refused to 

pay the reasonable costs of repairing such damage and cease damaging the premises. 

Substantial damage caused during a domestic violence event by a third party shall not be 

considered just cause under this paragraph. 

D.  Waste. Committing waste as described in paragraph (4) of Section 1161 of the California 

Code of Civil Procedure. E.  The Tenant had a written lease that terminated on or after 

January 1, 2020, and after a written request or demand from the Landlord, the Tenant has 

refused to execute a written extension or renewal of the lease for an additional term of 

similar duration with similar provisions, provided that those terms do not violate this 

section or any other provision of law. F. Criminal Activity. Criminal activity by the 

Tenant on the residential real property, including any common areas, or any criminal 

activity or criminal threat, as defined in subdivision (a) of Section 422 of the California 

Penal Code, on or off the residential real property, that is directed at any Landlord. 

G. Assignment. Assigning or subletting the premises in violation of the Tenant’s lease, as 

described in paragraph (4) of Section 1161 of the California Code of Civil Procedure. The 

Tenant’s refusal to allow the Landlord to enter the residential real property as authorized 

by Sections 1101.5 and 1954 of the California Code of Civil Procedure, and Sections 

13113.7 and 17926.1 of the California Health and Safety Code. 

H. Unlawful Purpose. Using the premises for an unlawful purpose as described in paragraph 

(4) of Section 1161 of the California Code of Civil Procedure. 
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I.  The employee, agent, or licensee’s failure to vacate after their termination as an employee, 

agent, or a licensee as described in paragraph (1) of Section 1161 of the California Code 

of Civil Procedure. 

J. When the Tenant fails to deliver possession of the residential real property after providing 

the owner written notice of the Tenant’s intention to terminate the rental or lease of the 

real property, or makes a written offer to surrender that is accepted in writing by the 

Landlord, but fails to deliver possession at the time specified in that written notice as 

described in paragraph (5) of Section 1161 of the California Code of Civil Procedure. 

K.  Nuisance.  The Tenant has continued, following a Warning Notice to cease and 

Reasonable Time to Cure, to be so disorderly as to destroy the peace and quiet of other 

tenants at the property or neighbors. The fact that a Landlord has received a complaint 

about a Tenant, or that a Tenant has been arrested or convicted of a crime, been the 

victim of a crime, or contacted the police, in and of itself, is not evidence of nuisance for 

purposes of this paragraph. Nuisance caused during a domestic violence event by a third 

party shall not be considered just cause under this paragraph. 

L.  Refusal to Grant Access to the Unit. The Tenant, after a Warning Notice to cease and 

Reasonable Time to Cure, continues to refuse the Landlord reasonable access to the 

Rental Unit required by law, so long as the violation is not based on events constituting 

the Landlord’s abuse of the right of access under California Civil Code section 1954.  

M.  Substantial Rehabilitation of the Unit. The Landlord, after having obtained all necessary 

building, demolition, grading, and similar permits from the County, seeks in good faith to 

undertake substantial repairs which are necessary to bring the property into compliance 

with applicable codes and laws affecting the health and safety of tenants, provided that all 

of the conditions below exist and the actions below are taken: 

1. The repairs necessitate the relocation of the Tenant Household because the work 

will render the rental unit uninhabitable for a period of sixty (60) calendar days or 

more. 

 

2. Upon completion of the needed repairs, the Landlord offers the Tenant the first 

right to return to the unit at the same rent or, the same rent plus an increase up to 

the amount required to provide the owner a reasonable rate of return.  

 

3. Any rent increases must be approved by rent review officers designated by the 

Housing Director.  

 

4. The rent review officer shall investigate and make findings and decisions 

regarding the requests for rent adjustment (reasonable rate of return) pursuant to 

this subparagraph based on policies and procedures promulgated by the Housing 

Director and approved by the Board of Supervisors.  

 

5. Decisions of the rent review officer shall be in writing and shall be final. 
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6. Upon recovery of possession of the Rental Unit, the owner of record shall proceed 

without unreasonable delay to affect the needed repairs.  

 

7. Upon recovery of possession of the Rental Unit, the Landlord shall make all 

remaining relocation payments to the Tenant in the amounts specified in 

paragraph C of Section 3.70.070 within fifteen (15) calendar days.  

 

8. Where the Landlord seeks in good faith to recover possession under this 

paragraph F, prior to the entry of an unlawful detainer judgment, the Landlord 

must give the Tenant the right of first refusal to re-occupy the Rental Unit. The 

Landlord shall notify the Tenant Household at least sixty (60) days in advance of 

the availability of the unit or room. Within thirty (30) days of receipt of the notice 

of availability, a Tenant Household must notify the Landlord if it wishes to 

reoccupy the unit or room. The Landlord must hold the unit or room vacant at no 

cost to the Tenant for thirty (30) days from the date the Tenant Household’s 

Warning Notice of its intent to reoccupy the rental unit or room is received. 

N.  Owner Move-In.  The Landlord seeks in good faith to recover possession for his or her 

own use and occupancy as his or her principal residence, or for the use and occupancy as 

a principal residence for not less than a five (5) year period by the Landlord’s spouse, 

domestic partner, child, parent, or grandparent. Landlords eligible for an owner move-in 

eviction pursuant to this paragraph G are limited to (i) natural persons with at least a 33 

ownership interest in the Rental Unit; (ii) for properties held in trust, natural persons with 

at least a 33% beneficial interest in the Rental Unit; or (iii) for properties owned by 

corporation, company, or other similar entity, natural persons who have at least a 33% 

ownership or membership interest in the entity, or the assets of the entity, that holds title 

to the property. 

1. The Landlord shall provide the Tenant Household not less than three (3) months' 

notice to vacate the Rental Unit. 

2. The Landlord must move into the unit or commence rehabilitation or repair of the 

unit within ninety (90) days of the Tenant’s vacation of the unit. 

3. If the Landlord or the Landlord’s relative specified on the notice terminating 

tenancy fails to occupy or commence rehabilitation or repair of the unit within 

ninety (90) days after the Tenant vacates, the Landlord shall: 

a.  Offer the unit to the Tenant who vacated it at the same rent in effect at the time 

the Tenant vacated; and 

b.  Pay to that Tenant all reasonable expenses incurred in moving to and from the 

unit, include lease termination fees. This paragraph (4) does not limit any other 

remedies a Tenant may have under this Chapter or applicable law. 

c. The Landlord may request an extension to the ninety (90) day period from the 

Housing Director, if through no fault of their own, the time frame cannot be 
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met.  The Housing Director may grant a reasonable extension. 

d.  If the Landlord or enumerated relative fails to occupy or commence 

rehabilitation or repair of the unit within ninety (90) days, or the extension 

granted by the Housing Director, after the Tenant vacates or does not occupy 

the unit as a primary residence for at least thirty-six (36) months,  

O.  Ellis Act Removal. The Landlord seeks in good faith to recover possession to withdraw all 

Rental Units of an entire property in compliance with the Ellis Act (Government Code 

sections 7060, et seq.).  

P. All evictions must be registered with the Alameda County Rental Registry System to 

ensure compliance with this Chapter. Failure to do so is a complete defense against an 

unlawful detainer action; provided however that the failure to register may be cured by 

registration.  

3.70.070 Relocation Assistance 

A. Each Tenant who receives a Termination Notice for a No-Fault Eviction, in addition to 

all rights under any other provision of law, shall be entitled to receive relocation expenses 

from the Landlord, in the amounts specified in paragraph C of Section 3.70.070. 

B. A Landlord who pays relocation expenses once, as required by this Section, in 

conjunction with a Termination Notice, is not obligated to pay subsequent relocation 

expenses for that same eviction under Section 3.70.060 for the same unit within 180 days 

of the notice that included the required relocation payment. The relocation expenses 

required by this Section 3.70.070 are separate from any security or other refundable 

deposits as defined in California Civil Code Section 1950.5. Further, payment or 

acceptance of relocation expenses shall not operate as a waiver of any rights a Tenant 

may have under law. 

C. Pursuant to this Section, a Landlord shall pay relocation expenses as follows:  

1. Each Tenant receiving a No-Fault Eviction Notice shall receive a sum equal to the 

value of three (3) months of the current rent amount, or three (3) months of Fair 

Market Rent for the size of the unit as established by the U.S. Department of Housing 

and Urban Development for the Oakland Fremont Alameda County Statistical Area, 

whichever is higher, half of which shall be paid at the time of the service of the notice 

to quit, and half of which shall be paid when the unit is vacated. In no case, however, 

shall the Landlord be obligated under this paragraph C.1 to provide more than 

$28,000 in relocation expenses to all Tenants in the same unit under this paragraph 

and paragraph 2 below. If any members of the Tenant Household fail to vacate the 

unit after the expiration of the notice to terminate the tenancy, all relocation expenses 

shall be repaid by the Tenant to the Landlord and the Landlord may take all actions 

necessary to recover any unpaid relocation expenses if not repaid within sixty (60) 

days, including recovery of relocation expenses as damages in an action to recover 

possession.   



10 

2. In addition to the sum required by paragraph 1 above, each Household with at least 

one Tenant and one or more of the following: one child under the age of eighteen (18) 

years, one person who is disabled, one Elderly Tenant, or one person who is lower 

income, as defined by Health and Safety Code section 50079.5, shall be entitled to 

receive an additional payment of one month of the current rent, half of which shall be 

paid within fifteen (15) calendar days of the Landlord’s receipt of written notice from 

the Tenant of entitlement to the relocation payment along with supporting evidence of 

each claimed entitlement. Within thirty (30) days after notification to the Landlord of 

a claim of entitlement to additional relocation expenses because of disability, age, 

lower income status or having minor children in the household, the Landlord shall 

give a Warning Notice to the Tenant of the claim for additional relocation assistance 

indicating whether or not the Landlord disputes the claim.  Either party may initiate a 

legal action to resolve the dispute.  

3.70.080 Notice Terminating Tenancy 

A. A Termination Notice means the notice informing a Tenant Household of the termination 

of its tenancy in accordance with this Section and California Civil Code Section 1946.1 

or California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1161. 

B. Termination Notices provided to Tenants must contain the following: 

1. The reason for the termination of tenancy in accordance with Section 3.70.060; and 

 

2. If the notice is for a No-Fault Eviction, an explanation of the right to and amount of 

relocation payments pursuant to Section 3.70.070; and 

3. If the notice is for an eviction under paragraph F of Section 3.70.060, the statement: 

 

“When the needed repairs are completed on your unit, the Landlord must offer you 

the opportunity to return to your unit with a rental agreement containing similar terms 

as your original agreement, subject to an increase in rent if needed to afford the owner 

a reasonable rate of return, as determined by the Rent Review Officer”, 

 

a description of the right of first refusal, a description of all repairs to be performed, 

and an estimate of the time required to complete the repairs and the date upon which 

it is expected that the unit will be ready for habitation; and 

 

4. If the Termination Notice is for an eviction under paragraphs A through E of Section 

3.70.060, the notice must state specific facts to permit a determination of the date, 

place, witnesses, and circumstances concerning the reason for the eviction. All 

Warning Notices described in Section 3.70.060 paragraphs A, B, C, D, or E, shall be 

attached to any corresponding Termination Notice.   

C.  A copy of Termination Notice issued to a Tenant shall be filed by the Landlord with the 

Housing Director within three (3) days after the service of the Termination Notice on the 

Tenant.  
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3.70.75 Rules, Regulations, Procedures and Forms 

The Housing Director shall adopt rules, regulations, and forms to implement the procedures 

required in this Chapter, including a registration system. 

3.70.80 Rental Units Withdrawn from the Rental Market 

The Ellis Act (Government Code sections 7060, et seq.) governs a Landlords withdrawal of  

Rental Units from the rental market.  This Chapter shall be interpreted and applied in a manner 

that does not conflict or interfere with the Ellis Act. 

 

3.70.090 Subtenancy 

A. Unreasonably Withheld Consent to Subtenancy. A Landlord’s consent to subtenancy is 

unreasonably withheld for the purposes of paragraph B of Section 3.70.060 when: 

1. The Tenant’s written or verbal request for consent was approved by the Landlord and 

the Landlord subsequently withholds consent to the previously approved request; or 

2. The proposed new subtenant has agreed to the Landlord’s request to be bound by the 

terms of the current rental agreement between the Landlord and the Tenant and upon 

the Landlord’s written request, completed the Landlord’s standard application 

process, which may include completing a form application or providing sufficient 

information to allow the Landlord to conduct their standard background check, 

including references and credit, income and other reasonable background 

information; or 

3. The Landlord has not articulated in writing a reasonable basis for refusing consent. A 

Landlord’s refusal of a subtenant must state the reason for the refusal. If the Landlord 

fails to respond to the Tenant’s request to sublease in writing within thirty (30) days 

of receipt of the Tenant’s request, the Tenant’s request shall be deemed approved by 

the Landlord. 

B. A Landlord’s reasonable refusal of the Tenant's written request may not be based on the 

proposed additional subtenant’s lack of creditworthiness or income if the subtenant will not 

be legally obligated to pay some or all rent directly to the Landlord. 

C. A Landlord's reasonable refusal may not be based on application requirements that are more 

stringent than those imposed by the Landlord on other applicants.  

 

3.70.100 Additional Protections 

A. Right of Return and First Right of Refusal. All Tenants that are displaced based on 

termination of tenancy under paragraph F or G of Section 3.70.060 shall have the first right 

of refusal to return to the unit if it should be returned to the rental market by the Landlord or 

successor Landlord within five (5) years of displacement. All notices of termination of 

tenancy served under paragraphs F or G of Section 3.70.060 shall state the current rent in 

effect at the time of termination of tenancy. 

B. School Year Protections for Students and School Employees. It shall be a defense to an 



12 

eviction under paragraphs F and G of Section 3.70.060, if a child under the age of eighteen 

(18) resides in the unit, or the School Employee is a Tenant in the unit, and the expiration 

date of the Notice of Termination of tenancy falls during the regular school year (excluding 

any summer sessions).  

C. Protections for Families. Notwithstanding any contrary provision in this Section, a Landlord 

shall not be permitted to recover possession of a Rental Unit as a result of the addition to the 

Rental Unit of a Tenant’s child, parent, grandchild, grandparent, sibling, or spouse or 

domestic partner (as defined in California Family Code section 297) of such relatives, so 

long as the number of occupants does not exceed the maximum number of occupants  

determined by applicable County building, housing or fire codes.    

D. Retaliation is Barred. It shall be an affirmative defense to an action to recover possession of 

the Rental Unit that the eviction is knowingly or intentionally in retaliation for the Tenant 

reporting violations of this Chapter or other law, for exercising rights granted under this 

Chapter or other law, or for forming or participating in a Tenant organization. 

1. Retaliatory Eviction. It shall be unlawful for a Landlord to recover possession of a Rental 

Unit in retaliation of a Tenant exercising his or her right to file a complaint with the 

County advising that a building, housing, nuisance Code or ordinance violation or permit 

violation may exist on the property. 

2. Rent Increase or other Retaliatory Actions. The Landlord shall not engage in retaliatory 

conduct, including depriving the Tenants of use of the premises, decreasing services, or 

otherwise improperly interfering with the Tenants’ rights under the lease agreement. 

E. Protections for the Elderly. A Landlord shall not to refuse to rent or lease or otherwise deny 

to or withhold from any person any Rental Unit because the age of a prospective Elderly 

Tenant would result in the Tenant acquiring rights under this Chapter. 

3.70.110 Fees  

The Board of Supervisors may establish a Fee for services under this Chapter for each Rental 

Unit to fund the reasonable regulatory and administrative enforcement costs  of the Just Cause 

program. This fee may be established under a separate ordinance or resolution and may be 

assessed and collected with other similar fees (for example, a rental unit registration fee) from 

Landlords. The fee is payable by the Landlord to the County. The Landlord may charge the 

Tenant up to one half (50%) of the fee on a reimbursement basis. While the Landlord may 

recover 50% of the fee from the Tenant, the fee is not “rent” and cannot form the basis of an 

eviction for non-payment. 

3.70.120 Defenses, Penalties, and Remedies 

A. Affirmative Defense. Each Landlord that seeks to terminate a tenancy of a Tenant must 

comply with this Chapter. Non-compliance with any applicable provision of this Chapter 

may be asserted by a Tenant as a defense in an unlawful detainer action. 

B. Civil Remedies. Whenever a Landlord or anyone assisting a Landlord wrongfully recovers 
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possession of a Rental Unit in violation of this Chapter, the Tenant or the County may 

institute a civil proceeding for injunctive relief, actual damages, and other relief deemed 

appropriate by the court.   

C. Landlord Rights. Nothing in this Chapter shall be deemed to interfere with the right of a 

Landlord to file an action against a Tenant or non-Tenant third party for the damage done to 

the Landlord’s property. Nothing in this Chapter is intended to limit the damages recoverable 

by any party through a private action. 

3.70.130 No Waiver 

The provisions of this Chapter may not be waived, and any term of any lease, contract, or other 

agreement which purports to waive or limit a Tenant's substantive or procedural rights under this 

Chapter are contrary to public policy, unenforceable, and void. 

SECTION III 

If any provision of this article is found to be unconstitutional or otherwise invalid by any court of 

competent jurisdiction, that invalidity shall not affect the remaining provisions of this chapter 

which can be implemented without the invalid provisions, and to this end, the provisions of this 

chapter are declared to be severable, the Board of Supervisors hereby declares that it would have 

adopted this chapter and each provision thereof irrespective of whether any one or more 

provisions are found invalid, unconstitutional or otherwise unenforceable. 

SECTION IV 

This ordinance shall take effect and be in force thirty (30) days from and after the date of passage 

and before the expiration of fifteen (15) days after its passage it shall be published once with the 

names of the members voting for and against the same in the Inter-City Express, a newspaper 

published in the County of Alameda. 

 

 

 

Adopted by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Alameda, State of California, on the 6thday 

of December 2022, by the following called vote: 

 

AYES: 

NOES: 

EXCUSED: 

ABSTAINED:      

       ____________________________________ 

   KEITH CARSON 

   President of the Board of Supervisors 

 

ATTEST: 
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Anika Campbell-Belton, 

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

 

By:  ________________________ 

 Deputy Clerk 

 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

DONNA R. ZIEGLER, COUNTY COUNSEL 

 

By:  _____________________________ 

 Heather Littlejohn Goodman 

 Deputy County Counsel 



Tenant 
Protections in 

the 
Unincorporated 

County

December 6, 2022



Recommendation

• Introduction
• Public Process
• Rental Registration & Tenant 

Protection Ordinance
• Just Cause Ordinance
• Fair Chance Ordinance
• Concerns and Comments for each 

Ordinance

Board of Supervisors
December 6, 2022 2



Extensive 
Public Process

19 Stakeholder 
Meetings

4 Municipal 
Advisory 

Committee 
Meetings + Sunol 
CAC + Livermore 

Townhalls

Joint Health and 
Social Services 

Committee
3 Transportation and 

Planning Meetings

2 Health 
Committee 
Meetings

5 
Unincorporated 

Services 
Committee 
Meetings

Board of Supervisors
December 6, 2022 3



Board 
Member-

Hosted 
Meetings

• Town Hall in July
• Facilitated conversation between 

landlords and tenant advocates in August
• One-on-one meetings with landlord 

advocates and tenant advocates

Board of Supervisors
December 6, 2022 4



Finding Middle Ground

Landlords Ordinances Tenants



Rent Registry

Board of Supervisors
December 6, 2022 6



Rent Registry 
Ordinance

Purposes:
• Allows County to better understand the current 

rental environment
• Ensures that recurring issues can be monitored 

and tracked
• Provides accurate contact information 
• Ensures that County has access to rental data the 

Board has requested
• Provides baseline rental data to enforce AB 1482 

or more restrictive local ordinance if adopted 
later

Board of Supervisors
December 6, 2022 7



Proposed Rent 
Registry 

Ordinance

• Covers all rental units, including single 
family homes

• Requires annual data updates
• Tracks rent amount, contact 

information
• Charges a fee
• Includes Anti-Harassment Language
• Requires Landlords to offer a written 

lease

Board of Supervisors
December 6, 2022 8



Proposed Rental 
Registration 
Ordinance –

Anti 
Harassment 

Language

• Landlord concern: Anti-harassment language does not 
belong in this ordinance.

• Solution: Elimination of 6.64.060: Anti-Harassment and 
Other Prohibited Activities

• Renter concern: Anti-harassment language is 
meaningless without stronger remedies

• Solution: Addition of remedies into a new subsection “E” in 
6.64.040:

Board of Supervisors
December 6, 2022 9



Proposed 
Rental 

Registration 
Ordinance –

Confidentiality

• Renter concern: CA Civil Code section 1947.7(g) only 
protects tenant information when there is a local 
system of rent control.

• Solution: 6.64.050(B)(2) should eliminate “and the names 
and contact information of the tenants”

• Landlord concern: Distribution of specific rent 
information will negatively impact the rental market.

• Solution: Staff believe that that ordinance is as strong as 
allowed.

Board of Supervisors
December 6, 2022 10



Proposed 
Rental 

Registration 
Ordinance –

Four or Fewer 
Units

• Landlord concern: Properties with four or fewer 
units should be eliminated from registry.

• Solution: 6.64.030 Definition of “Property” changed 
to remove properties with four or fewer units

• Tenant concern: All properties should be 
registered.

• Solution: No changes are needed to the proposed 
ordinance.

Board of Supervisors
December 6, 2022 11



Fair Chance 
Housing 

Ordinance

Board of Supervisors
December 6, 2022 12



Tenant Protections

Fair Chance 
Housing 

Ordinance

Purpose:
• “Provide fair opportunity for formerly incarcerated 

people seeking housing by restricting requests for 
criminal background for residential rental units.

Key Provisions:
• Background checks generally prohibited
• Applies to all forms of housing
• Can consider factors directly related to being a 

good tenant
• May review sex offender registry with parameters
• SFH, duplexes, triplexes and ADU’s are not included 

if owner lives on site
• Property owners renting rooms, and current 

tenants who sublease may run background checkBoard of Supervisors
December 6, 2022 13



Proposed Fair 
Chance

Ordinance – 1-4 
Unit Properties

• Just Cities concern: The ordinance should cover all 
units.

• Solution: Eliminate 6.25.030 (3) from the exceptions contained 
within the definition of “Housing”: “Properties with four units 
or fewer, where at least one of the units is occupied by one or 
more owners as their principal residence.”

• Landlord concern: Properties of 1-4 units should be 
exempt regardless of owner residency.

• Solution: Modify 6.25,030 (3) in the exceptions contained 
within the definition of “Housing” to read, “Properties with 
four units or fewer, where at least one of the units is occupied 
by one or more owners as their principal residence.”

Board of Supervisors
December 6, 2022 14



Proposed Fair 
Chance

Ordinance –
Attorney's Fees

• Tenant concern: Attorney’s fees should be 
required to be awarded.

• Solution: Replace “may” with “will” in the last 
sentence of 6.25.080(B)

• “In any action brought under this chapter, the court 
will award reasonable attorneys’ fees and cost of 
action to the prevailing party.

Board of Supervisors
December 6, 2022 15



Proposed Fair 
Chance

Ordinance –
County Funded 

Projects

• Just Cities concern: All Alameda County-funded 
properties should be included.

• Solution: Reference this ordinance in the Measure A1 
Implementation Policies and future A1 regulatory 
agreements.

Board of Supervisors
December 6, 2022 16



Just Cause 
Ordinance

Board of Supervisors
December 6, 2022 17



Tenant Protections

Just Cause 
Ordinance

Purpose: Provides tenants with protections from 
eviction unless there is a cause

• Uses the State’s AB1482 13 justifying causes
• Increases access to Just Cause protections for the majority of 

tenants
• Treats tenants equitably regardless of housing type

• How County draft ordinance differs from AB 1482:
• Treats tenants living in single-family and multi-family housing 

units equally
• Includes all units regardless of the age of the unit, treating all 

tenants equally
• Provides protection from first day of tenancy, rather than 

after 12 months
• Includes 3 months of relocation rather than 1 month, and an 

additional month for each child under 18

Board of Supervisors
December 6, 2022 18



Proposed 
Just Cause
Ordinance

One to Four Units

• Landlord concern: Properties of 1-4 units should 
be exempt regardless of owner residency

• Solution: Modify Exemption section 3.070.040(b)(2) to 
strike language and read, “Rental Units in a residential 
property of four or fewer units where the owner 
occupies a unit in the same property as their principal 
residence.”

• Renter concern: Properties of 1-4 units should be 
included regardless of owner residency

• Solution: Eliminate 3.070.040(b)(2) to completely 
remove the exemption of a residential property of 4 or 
fewer units: Rental Units in a residential property of 
four or fewer units where the owner occupies a unit in 
the same property as their principal residence.”

Board of Supervisors
December 6, 2022 19



Proposed Just 
Cause

Ordinance –
Units Built in 
last 15 Years

• Landlord concern: Units built in the last 15 years 
should be exempt.

• Solution: Add subsection (7) to 3.70.040: “Units built in 
the last 15 years are exempt.” 

• Tenant concern: All properties should be 
included.

• Solution: No changes are needed to the proposed 
ordinance.

Board of Supervisors
December 6, 2022 20



Proposed Just 
Cause

Ordinance –
Length of 

Tenancy

• Landlord concern: Tenants who have lived in the 
unit less than 12 months should not be protected 
under Just Cause.

• Solution: Add a new sentence to 3.70.040(A): “Tenants 
with less than 12 months of tenure are exempted from this 
Ordinance”.

• Tenant concern: All tenants should be protected 
from the first day of residency.

• Solution: No changes are needed to the proposed 
ordinance.

21
Board of Supervisors

December 6, 2022



Proposed Just 
Cause

Ordinance –
Rent upon 

Tenant Return

• Tenant concern: Tenant should be offered the 
same rent after substantial rehabilitation unless 
landlord seeks a constitutional fair return 
increase from County.

• Solution: Modify sections of 3.70.060(M) to reference a 
change to the procedure and reference “Constitutional Fair 
Return” rather than “Reasonable Rate of Return”:

22
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December 6, 2022



Conflict 
between 

Rental 
Registration 

and Just Cause

When Eviction Notice Filings Need to be Sent to 
HCD

• Tenant concern: 
The Rental Registration and the Just Cause 
Ordinances contain different standards for when a 
landlord needs to file an eviction notice with HCD:

(1) 10 days: Rental Registration Ordinance 6.64.100(B)
(2) 3 days: Just Cause Ordinance 3.70.080(C)
(3) no timeframe: Just Cause ordinance 3.70.060(P) 

Board of Supervisors
December 6, 2022 23



Questions

Board of Supervisors
December 6, 2022 24



Additional 
Details



Board 
Direction 

from 2018

Investigate and bring forward possible tenant 
protection recommendations for the 
Unincorporated County

 In order to staff this effort, CDA/HCD applied for and 
received a grant from the Partnership for the Bay 
Area’s Future in late 2019

The grant provided a Fellow to provide research and 
staff the required Steering Committee 

The Committee met regularly February 2020 through 
December 2021

Committee consisted of County staff and required 
Fellowship partner RCD



Committee 
Recommendations

Steering Committee recommendations made to 
Housing Director were expansive and were 
organized into a three-phase process
February 2021 – three–phase process brought to 

Unincorporated Area Board offices for direction 
and input was received for the public process



Extensive Public 
Process 

Community 
Outreach

• Ashland & Cherryland Basic Needs 
Coordination

• Eden United Church of Christ
• Castro Valley/Eden Area Chamber 

of Commerce
• REACH Ashland Youth Center
• La Familia
• Cherryland Elementary / Hayward 

Unified School District
• San Lorenzo School District
• Mandela Partners
• Tiburcio Vazquez Health Clinic 

Promotoras

Grassroots Base-Building Groups

• My Eden Voice Grassroots Groups
• Padres Guerreros
• Padres Unidos de Cherryland
• Ashland Community Association
• San Lorenzo Hayward Acres 

Mobilize
• Cherryland Community 

Association
• Grove Way Neighborhood 

Association
• REACH – Youth ERA

Landlord and Realtors

• Bay East Association of Realtors
• California Apartment Association
• Rental Housing Association of 

Southern Alameda

19 Stakeholder Meetings

Spring/Summer, 2021



Public Process

First 
Unincorporated 

Services 
Committee

• September 2021 – Unincorporated Services 
Committee

• HCD presented stakeholder feedback
• Committee directed HCD to bring tenant 

protection package to Municipal Advisory 
Councils



Public Process

Municipal 
Advisory Councils 

Castro Valley MAC – 10/18/21

Sunol Citizen’s Advisory Council – 10/30/21

Fairview MAC – 12/7/21

Livermore-Pleasanton Town Hall – 12/8/21

Eden Area MAC – 12/14/21



Public Process 

BOS 
Committees 

Jt Health and Social Services Committee
• January 24, 2022

Unincorporated Services

• 9/21 – Fair Chance and Tenant Protections
• 3/23/22 - Rental Registration and Proactive 

Rental Inspection
• 5/25/22 - Fair Chance
• 6/22/22 - Just Cause
• 7/27/22 - Rental Registration and early draft 

Rent Stabilization

Transportation and Planning 
• 5/9/22- Rental Registration and Proactive Rental 

Inspection
• 7/13/22 – Fair Chance and Just Cause



















From:                                                       LUCY RAMOS <lucy@ramosregroup.com>
Sent:                                                         Tuesday, December 6, 2022 12:33 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Don't Put Rental Housing Providers Out of Business
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Rental housing providers like me are coming up on three years of trying to survive the Alameda
County evic�on moratorium.  And now you’re thinking about outlawing background checks,
forcing me to share details about my rental business including how much rent I charge, and put
even more limits on when I can evict a tenant.  This is just too much.
 
We already have plenty of state-wide laws to protect tenants.  Rental property owners like me and
my clients don’t need more rules that are causing us to go out of business.
 
It’s about �me the County helped rental providers like me stay in business – which is providing
safe and affordable housing – rather than piling on more layers of redundant rules.  Please stop
and think about what you’re doing with all these new ordinances and if they will really help
renters or just lead to more evic�ons as more people like me sell my rental property.
 
Sincerely,
 
LUCY RAMOS
2387 High Castle Ct
Livermore, CA 94550
lucy@ramosregroup.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 

mailto:lucy@ramosregroup.com


From:                                                       Sean Leggat <sean@seanleggat.com>
Sent:                                                         Tuesday, December 6, 2022 12:32 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Exempt Single Family and Condos from New Rent Rules
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
The three rental ordinances you want to approve on December 6 - the Fair Chance ordinance,
Just-Cause for Evic�on, and the Rent Registry/An�-Harassment - should not apply to single-family
homes and condos that are rentals.
 
I rely on criminal background checks to ensure the safety of those living near my rental property.
 
The Just-Cause ordinance has some requirements that just don’t make sense.  Example: Can a
rental unit be sold if it’s occupied by a family with school-aged children?  And, if I have to make a
reloca�on payment to my tenant, that will be added to the sales price of the home.  This
ordinance will make homeownership even more expensive.
 
The Rent Registry ordinance is just too burdensome and the an�-harassment requirements expose
me to significant legal liability.
 
I’m a good landlord who owns and manages a few units.  I just won’t be able to con�nue under
these new rules.  If you have to adopt these ordinances,  please exempt single-family homes and
condos.
 
Sincerely,
 
Sean Leggat
453 Ridgecrest Cir
Livermore, CA 94551
sean@seanleggat.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       TED RAMOS <ted@ramosregroup.com>
Sent:                                                         Tuesday, December 6, 2022 12:35 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   New Rules for Landlords are the Last Straw
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Alameda County does not support rental housing providers.  The Fair Chance, Just-Cause, and
Rent Registry/An�-Harassment ordinances you’re trying to pass are three examples.
 
These ordinances are not needed in Alameda County.
 
For example, there is already state law that applies Just-Cause evic�on protec�ons to renters.
 
The Fair Chance ordinance, which makes it a crime for me to ask a tenant about their criminal
history, is simply irresponsible and a clear viola�on of my private property rights.
 
And, there’s simply no reason for me to share details about my rental business, including how
much I charge for rent.
 
This latest round of rules for landlords, on top of a never-ending evic�on-moratorium is the last
straw.  Please back off on all the new rules or I’ll be selling my rental property.
 
Sincerely,
 
TED RAMOS
2387 High Castle Ct
Livermore, CA 94550
ted@ramosregroup.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       daniel schaefer <dan_schaefer@comcast.net>
Sent:                                                         Tuesday, December 6, 2022 12:32 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Don't Put Rental Housing Providers Out of Business
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Rental housing providers like me are coming up on three years of trying to survive the Alameda
County evic�on moratorium.  And now you’re thinking about outlawing background checks,
forcing me to share details about my rental business including how much rent I charge, and put
even more limits on when I can evict a tenant.  This is just too much.
 
We already have plenty of state-wide laws to protect tenants.  Rental property owners like me and
my clients don’t need more rules that are causing us to go out of business.
 
It’s about �me the County helped rental providers like me stay in business – which is providing
safe and affordable housing – rather than piling on more layers of redundant rules.  Please stop
and think about what you’re doing with all these new ordinances and if they will really help
renters or just lead to more evic�ons as more people like me sell my rental property.
 
Sincerely,
 
daniel schaefer
313 Ray St
Pleasanton, CA 94566
dan_schaefer@comcast.net
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Ming Kin Chan <mchannook@gmail.com>
Sent:                                                         Tuesday, December 6, 2022 11:18 AM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Don't Put Rental Housing Providers Out of Business
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Rental housing providers like me are coming up on three years of trying to survive the Alameda
County evic�on moratorium.  And now you’re thinking about outlawing background checks,
forcing me to share details about my rental business including how much rent I charge, and put
even more limits on when I can evict a tenant.  This is just too much.
 
We already have plenty of state-wide laws to protect tenants.  Rental property owners like me and
my clients don’t need more rules that are causing us to go out of business.
 
It’s about �me the County helped rental providers like me stay in business – which is providing
safe and affordable housing – rather than piling on more layers of redundant rules.  Please stop
and think about what you’re doing with all these new ordinances and if they will really help
renters or just lead to more evic�ons as more people like me sell my rental property.
 
Sincerely,
 
Ming Kin Chan
24036 Myrtle St
Hayward, CA 94541
mchannook@gmail.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Robert Lewis <lewisbobrealtor@gmail.com>
Sent:                                                         Tuesday, December 6, 2022 11:10 AM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Don't Put Rental Housing Providers Out of Business
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Rental housing providers like me are coming up on three years of trying to survive the Alameda
County evic�on moratorium.  And now you’re thinking about outlawing background checks,
forcing me to share details about my rental business including how much rent I charge, and put
even more limits on when I can evict a tenant.  This is just too much.
 
We already have plenty of state-wide laws to protect tenants.  Rental property owners like me and
my clients don’t need more rules that are causing us to go out of business.
 
It’s about �me the County helped rental providers like me stay in business – which is providing
safe and affordable housing – rather than piling on more layers of redundant rules.  Please stop
and think about what you’re doing with all these new ordinances and if they will really help
renters or just lead to more evic�ons as more people like me sell my rental property.
 
Sincerely,
 
Robert Lewis
4170 Perkins Ct
Fremont, CA 94536
lewisbobrealtor@gmail.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Trang Dunlap <trangsf@gmail.com>
Sent:                                                         Tuesday, December 6, 2022 10:54 AM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   New Rules for Landlords are the Last Straw
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Alameda County does not support rental housing providers.  The Fair Chance, Just-Cause, and
Rent Registry/An�-Harassment ordinances you’re trying to pass are three examples.
 
These ordinances are not needed in Alameda County.
 
For example, there is already state law that applies Just-Cause evic�on protec�ons to renters.
 
The Fair Chance ordinance, which makes it a crime for me to ask a tenant about their criminal
history, is simply irresponsible and a clear viola�on of my private property rights.
 
And, there’s simply no reason for me to share details about my rental business, including how
much I charge for rent.
 
This latest round of rules for landlords, on top of a never-ending evic�on-moratorium is the last
straw.  Please back off on all the new rules or I’ll be selling my rental property.
 
Sincerely,
 
Trang Dunlap
38 Castlewood Dr
Pleasanton, CA 94566
trangsf@gmail.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Olga Lopez <olopez@realtyexperts.com>
Sent:                                                         Tuesday, December 6, 2022 9:55 AM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Don't Put Rental Housing Providers Out of Business
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Rental housing providers like me are coming up on three years of trying to survive the Alameda
County evic�on moratorium.  And now you’re thinking about outlawing background checks,
forcing me to share details about my rental business including how much rent I charge, and put
even more limits on when I can evict a tenant.  This is just too much.
 
We already have plenty of state-wide laws to protect tenants.  Rental property owners like me and
my clients don’t need more rules that are causing us to go out of business.
 
It’s about �me the County helped rental providers like me stay in business – which is providing
safe and affordable housing – rather than piling on more layers of redundant rules.  Please stop
and think about what you’re doing with all these new ordinances and if they will really help
renters or just lead to more evic�ons as more people like me sell my rental property.
 
Sincerely,
 
Olga Lopez
34313 Eucalyptus Ter
Fremont, CA 94555
olopez@realtyexperts.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Steve Fernandes <user@votervoice.net>
Sent:                                                         Tuesday, December 6, 2022 9:34 AM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Exempt Single Family and Condos from New Rent Rules
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
The three rental ordinances you want to approve on December 6 - the Fair Chance ordinance,
Just-Cause for Evic�on, and the Rent Registry/An�-Harassment - should not apply to single-family
homes and condos that are rentals.
 
I rely on criminal background checks to ensure the safety of those living near my rental property.
 
The Just-Cause ordinance has some requirements that just don’t make sense.  Example: Can a
rental unit be sold if it’s occupied by a family with school-aged children?  And, if I have to make a
reloca�on payment to my tenant, that will be added to the sales price of the home.  This
ordinance will make homeownership even more expensive.
 
The Rent Registry ordinance is just too burdensome and the an�-harassment requirements expose
me to significant legal liability.
 
I’m a good landlord who owns and manages a few units.  I just won’t be able to con�nue under
these new rules.  If you have to adopt these ordinances,  please exempt single-family homes and
condos.
 
Sincerely,
 
Steve Fernandes
4165 Amberwood Cir
Pleasanton, CA 94588
sfsilvercreek@sbcglobal.net
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       John Miller <user@votervoice.net>
Sent:                                                         Tuesday, December 6, 2022 9:31 AM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Don't Put Rental Housing Providers Out of Business
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Rental housing providers like me are coming up on three years of trying to survive the Alameda
County evic�on moratorium.  And now you’re thinking about outlawing background checks,
forcing me to share details about my rental business including how much rent I charge, and put
even more limits on when I can evict a tenant.  This is just too much.
 
We already have plenty of state-wide laws to protect tenants.  Rental property owners like me and
my clients don’t need more rules that are causing us to go out of business.
 
It’s about �me the County helped rental providers like me stay in business – which is providing
safe and affordable housing – rather than piling on more layers of redundant rules.  Please stop
and think about what you’re doing with all these new ordinances and if they will really help
renters or just lead to more evic�ons as more people like me sell my rental property.
 
Sincerely,
 
John Miller
32261 Devonshire St
Union City, CA 94587
miller�me777@sbcglobal.net
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Debi Bodan <homes@debibodan.com>
Sent:                                                         Tuesday, December 6, 2022 9:15 AM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   New Rules for Landlords are the Last Straw
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Alameda County does not support rental housing providers.  The Fair Chance, Just-Cause, and
Rent Registry/An�-Harassment ordinances you’re trying to pass are three examples.
 
These ordinances are not needed in Alameda County.
 
For example, there is already state law that applies Just-Cause evic�on protec�ons to renters.
 
The Fair Chance ordinance, which makes it a crime for me to ask a tenant about their criminal
history, is simply irresponsible and a clear viola�on of my private property rights.
 
And, there’s simply no reason for me to share details about my rental business, including how
much I charge for rent.
 
This latest round of rules for landlords, on top of a never-ending evic�on-moratorium is the last
straw.  Please back off on all the new rules or I’ll be selling my rental property.
 
Sincerely,
 
Debi Bodan
728 Polaris Way
Livermore, CA 94550
homes@debibodan.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Dennis Huang <yungyee84@gmail.com>
Sent:                                                         Tuesday, December 6, 2022 7:05 AM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Don't Put Rental Housing Providers Out of Business
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Rental housing providers like me are coming up on three years of trying to survive the Alameda
County evic�on moratorium.  And now you’re thinking about outlawing background checks,
forcing me to share details about my rental business including how much rent I charge, and put
even more limits on when I can evict a tenant.  This is just too much.
 
We already have plenty of state-wide laws to protect tenants.  Rental property owners like me and
my clients don’t need more rules that are causing us to go out of business.
 
It’s about �me the County helped rental providers like me stay in business – which is providing
safe and affordable housing – rather than piling on more layers of redundant rules.  Please stop
and think about what you’re doing with all these new ordinances and if they will really help
renters or just lead to more evic�ons as more people like me sell my rental property.
 
Sincerely,
 
Dennis Huang
39665 Catamaran Ct
Fremont, CA 94538
yungyee84@gmail.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Bhupiinder Singh <user@votervoice.net>
Sent:                                                         Tuesday, December 6, 2022 7:00 AM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Don't Put Rental Housing Providers Out of Business
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Rental housing providers like me are coming up on three years of trying to survive the Alameda
County evic�on moratorium.  And now you’re thinking about outlawing background checks,
forcing me to share details about my rental business including how much rent I charge, and put
even more limits on when I can evict a tenant.  This is just too much.
 
We already have plenty of state-wide laws to protect tenants.  Rental property owners like me and
my clients don’t need more rules that are causing us to go out of business.
 
It’s about �me the County helped rental providers like me stay in business – which is providing
safe and affordable housing – rather than piling on more layers of redundant rules.  Please stop
and think about what you’re doing with all these new ordinances and if they will really help
renters or just lead to more evic�ons as more people like me sell my rental property.
 
Sincerely,
 
Bhupiinder Singh
349 Valle Vista Ave
Hayward, CA 94544
gagan925@yahoo.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Patricia Rivas <user@votervoice.net>
Sent:                                                         Tuesday, December 6, 2022 4:24 AM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Exempt Single Family and Condos from New Rent Rules
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
The three rental ordinances you want to approve on December 6 - the Fair Chance ordinance,
Just-Cause for Evic�on, and the Rent Registry/An�-Harassment - should not apply to single-family
homes and condos that are rentals.
 
I rely on criminal background checks to ensure the safety of those living near my rental property.
 
The Just-Cause ordinance has some requirements that just don’t make sense.  Example: Can a
rental unit be sold if it’s occupied by a family with school-aged children?  And, if I have to make a
reloca�on payment to my tenant, that will be added to the sales price of the home.  This
ordinance will make homeownership even more expensive.
 
The Rent Registry ordinance is just too burdensome and the an�-harassment requirements expose
me to significant legal liability.
 
I’m a good landlord who owns and manages a few units.  I just won’t be able to con�nue under
these new rules.  If you have to adopt these ordinances,  please exempt single-family homes and
condos.
 
Sincerely,
 
Patricia Rivas
5227 Mohican Way
An�och, CA 94531
privas1018@sbcglobal.net
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Nancy SUTORIUS <nancy@nancysutorius.com>
Sent:                                                         Tuesday, December 6, 2022 3:55 AM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   New Rules for Landlords are the Last Straw
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Alameda County does not support rental housing providers.  The Fair Chance, Just-Cause, and
Rent Registry/An�-Harassment ordinances you’re trying to pass are three examples.
 
These ordinances are not needed in Alameda County.
 
For example, there is already state law that applies Just-Cause evic�on protec�ons to renters.
 
The Fair Chance ordinance, which makes it a crime for me to ask a tenant about their criminal
history, is simply irresponsible and a clear viola�on of my private property rights.
 
And, there’s simply no reason for me to share details about my rental business, including how
much I charge for rent.
 
This latest round of rules for landlords, on top of a never-ending evic�on-moratorium is the last
straw.  Please back off on all the new rules or I’ll be selling my rental property.
 
Sincerely,
 
Nancy SUTORIUS
3006 Tonopah Cir Apt Pleasanton
Pleasanton, CA 94588
nancy@nancysutorius.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Soumendra Jhingon <sumiijhingon@gmail.com>
Sent:                                                         Tuesday, December 6, 2022 2:39 AM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Don't Put Rental Housing Providers Out of Business
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Rental housing providers like me are coming up on three years of trying to survive the Alameda
County evic�on moratorium.  And now you’re thinking about outlawing background checks,
forcing me to share details about my rental business including how much rent I charge, and put
even more limits on when I can evict a tenant.  This is just too much.
 
We already have plenty of state-wide laws to protect tenants.  Rental property owners like me and
my clients don’t need more rules that are causing us to go out of business.
 
It’s about �me the County helped rental providers like me stay in business – which is providing
safe and affordable housing – rather than piling on more layers of redundant rules.  Please stop
and think about what you’re doing with all these new ordinances and if they will really help
renters or just lead to more evic�ons as more people like me sell my rental property.
 
Sincerely,
 
Soumendra Jhingon
41051 Mission Blvd
Fremont, CA 94539
sumiijhingon@gmail.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Junxiao Liu <longdiwell@gmail.com>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 11:39 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Exempt Single Family and Condos from New Rent Rules
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
The three rental ordinances you want to approve on December 6 - the Fair Chance ordinance,
Just-Cause for Evic�on, and the Rent Registry/An�-Harassment - should not apply to single-family
homes and condos that are rentals.
 
I rely on criminal background checks to ensure the safety of those living near my rental property.
 
The Just-Cause ordinance has some requirements that just don’t make sense.  Example: Can a
rental unit be sold if it’s occupied by a family with school-aged children?  And, if I have to make a
reloca�on payment to my tenant, that will be added to the sales price of the home.  This
ordinance will make homeownership even more expensive.
 
The Rent Registry ordinance is just too burdensome and the an�-harassment requirements expose
me to significant legal liability.
 
I’m a good landlord who owns and manages a few units.  I just won’t be able to con�nue under
these new rules.  If you have to adopt these ordinances,  please exempt single-family homes and
condos.
 
Sincerely,
 
Junxiao Liu
2341 W AVENUE 133RD
SAN LEANDRO, CA 94577
longdiwell@gmail.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Junhua Wang <user@votervoice.net>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 11:21 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Don't Put Rental Housing Providers Out of Business
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Rental housing providers like me are coming up on three years of trying to survive the Alameda
County evic�on moratorium.  And now you’re thinking about outlawing background checks,
forcing me to share details about my rental business including how much rent I charge, and put
even more limits on when I can evict a tenant.  This is just too much.
 
We already have plenty of state-wide laws to protect tenants.  Rental property owners like me and
my clients don’t need more rules that are causing us to go out of business.
 
It’s about �me the County helped rental providers like me stay in business – which is providing
safe and affordable housing – rather than piling on more layers of redundant rules.  Please stop
and think about what you’re doing with all these new ordinances and if they will really help
renters or just lead to more evic�ons as more people like me sell my rental property.
 
Sincerely,
 
Junhua Wang
631 Aztec Ct
Fremont, CA 94539
andywangjh@hotmail.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Steve Mok <ssmok@pacbell.net>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 11:04 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Exempt Single Family and Condos from New Rent Rules
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
The three rental ordinances you want to approve on December 6 - the Fair Chance ordinance,
Just-Cause for Evic�on, and the Rent Registry/An�-Harassment - should not apply to single-family
homes and condos that are rentals.
 
I rely on criminal background checks to ensure the safety of those living near my rental property.
 
The Just-Cause ordinance has some requirements that just don’t make sense.  Example: Can a
rental unit be sold if it’s occupied by a family with school-aged children?  And, if I have to make a
reloca�on payment to my tenant, that will be added to the sales price of the home.  This
ordinance will make homeownership even more expensive.
 
The Rent Registry ordinance is just too burdensome and the an�-harassment requirements expose
me to significant legal liability.
 
I’m a good landlord who owns and manages a few units.  I just won’t be able to con�nue under
these new rules.  If you have to adopt these ordinances,  please exempt single-family homes and
condos.
 
Sincerely,
 
Steve Mok
4150 Krolop Rd
Castro Valley, CA 94546
ssmok@pacbell.net
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Belinda Zhu <user@votervoice.net>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 11:08 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Exempt Single Family and Condos from New Rent Rules
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
The three rental ordinances you want to approve on December 6 - the Fair Chance ordinance,
Just-Cause for Evic�on, and the Rent Registry/An�-Harassment - should not apply to single-family
homes and condos that are rentals.
 
I rely on criminal background checks to ensure the safety of those living near my rental property.
 
The Just-Cause ordinance has some requirements that just don’t make sense.  Example: Can a
rental unit be sold if it’s occupied by a family with school-aged children?  And, if I have to make a
reloca�on payment to my tenant, that will be added to the sales price of the home.  This
ordinance will make homeownership even more expensive.
 
The Rent Registry ordinance is just too burdensome and the an�-harassment requirements expose
me to significant legal liability.
 
I’m a good landlord who owns and manages a few units.  I just won’t be able to con�nue under
these new rules.  If you have to adopt these ordinances,  please exempt single-family homes and
condos.
 
Sincerely,
 
Belinda Zhu
5745 Hanifen Way
Pleasanton, CA 94566
belinda_zhu@yahoo.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Alvaro Reynoso <user@votervoice.net>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 10:57 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Exempt Single Family and Condos from New Rent Rules
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
The three rental ordinances you want to approve on December 6 - the Fair Chance ordinance,
Just-Cause for Evic�on, and the Rent Registry/An�-Harassment - should not apply to single-family
homes and condos that are rentals.
 
I rely on criminal background checks to ensure the safety of those living near my rental property.
 
The Just-Cause ordinance has some requirements that just don’t make sense.  Example: Can a
rental unit be sold if it’s occupied by a family with school-aged children?  And, if I have to make a
reloca�on payment to my tenant, that will be added to the sales price of the home.  This
ordinance will make homeownership even more expensive.
 
The Rent Registry ordinance is just too burdensome and the an�-harassment requirements expose
me to significant legal liability.
 
I’m a good landlord who owns and manages a few units.  I just won’t be able to con�nue under
these new rules.  If you have to adopt these ordinances,  please exempt single-family homes and
condos.
 
Sincerely,
 
Alvaro Reynoso
4787 Griffith Ave
Fremont, CA 94538
alreynoso23@yahoo.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Rita Kuo <rckuo@intero.com>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 10:46 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Exempt Single Family and Condos from New Rent Rules
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
The three rental ordinances you want to approve on December 6 - the Fair Chance ordinance,
Just-Cause for Evic�on, and the Rent Registry/An�-Harassment - should not apply to single-family
homes and condos that are rentals.
 
I rely on criminal background checks to ensure the safety of those living near my rental property.
 
The Just-Cause ordinance has some requirements that just don’t make sense.  Example: Can a
rental unit be sold if it’s occupied by a family with school-aged children?  And, if I have to make a
reloca�on payment to my tenant, that will be added to the sales price of the home.  This
ordinance will make homeownership even more expensive.
 
The Rent Registry ordinance is just too burdensome and the an�-harassment requirements expose
me to significant legal liability.
 
I’m a good landlord who owns and manages a few units.  I just won’t be able to con�nue under
these new rules.  If you have to adopt these ordinances,  please exempt single-family homes and
condos.
 
Sincerely,
 
Rita Kuo
951 Mingoia St
Pleasanton, CA 94566
rckuo@intero.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Susan Gao <user@votervoice.net>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 10:29 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   New Rules for Landlords are the Last Straw
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Alameda County does not support rental housing providers.  The Fair Chance, Just-Cause, and
Rent Registry/An�-Harassment ordinances you’re trying to pass are three examples.
 
These ordinances are not needed in Alameda County.
 
For example, there is already state law that applies Just-Cause evic�on protec�ons to renters.
 
The Fair Chance ordinance, which makes it a crime for me to ask a tenant about their criminal
history, is simply irresponsible and a clear viola�on of my private property rights.
 
And, there’s simply no reason for me to share details about my rental business, including how
much I charge for rent.
 
This latest round of rules for landlords, on top of a never-ending evic�on-moratorium is the last
straw.  Please back off on all the new rules or I’ll be selling my rental property.
 
Sincerely,
 
Susan Gao
2524 Craneford Way
San Ramon, CA 94582
xz1130@yahoo.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Wayne Yee <user@votervoice.net>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 9:40 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Don't Put Rental Housing Providers Out of Business
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Rental housing providers like me are coming up on three years of trying to survive the Alameda
County evic�on moratorium.  And now you’re thinking about outlawing background checks,
forcing me to share details about my rental business including how much rent I charge, and put
even more limits on when I can evict a tenant.  This is just too much.
 
We already have plenty of state-wide laws to protect tenants.  Rental property owners like me and
my clients don’t need more rules that are causing us to go out of business.
 
It’s about �me the County helped rental providers like me stay in business – which is providing
safe and affordable housing – rather than piling on more layers of redundant rules.  Please stop
and think about what you’re doing with all these new ordinances and if they will really help
renters or just lead to more evic�ons as more people like me sell my rental property.
 
Sincerely,
 
Wayne Yee
4976 Romeo Pl Apt Fremont
Fremont, CA 94555
wyee11@yahoo.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Charlene Yip <user@votervoice.net>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 9:39 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Don't Put Rental Housing Providers Out of Business
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Rental housing providers like me are coming up on three years of trying to survive the Alameda
County evic�on moratorium.  And now you’re thinking about outlawing background checks,
forcing me to share details about my rental business including how much rent I charge, and put
even more limits on when I can evict a tenant.  This is just too much.
 
We already have plenty of state-wide laws to protect tenants.  Rental property owners like me and
my clients don’t need more rules that are causing us to go out of business.
 
It’s about �me the County helped rental providers like me stay in business – which is providing
safe and affordable housing – rather than piling on more layers of redundant rules.  Please stop
and think about what you’re doing with all these new ordinances and if they will really help
renters or just lead to more evic�ons as more people like me sell my rental property.
 
Sincerely,
 
Charlene Yip
3 Moss Ln
Emeryville, CA 94608
yohkas@me.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Gina Mckay
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 9:25 PM
To:                                                            Supervisor Nate Miley; Bruckner, Aus�n, BOS Dist 4; Haubert,

David, Supv BOS Dist 1; Wilson, Shawn, BOS Dist 1;
dave.brown@acgov.org; Valle, Richard, Supv BOS Dist 2;
Carson, Keith, Supv BOS Dist 5; Ishii, Emma, BOS Dist5;
Starra�, Michelle, CDA; Pearce, Jennifer, CDA; Miley,
Christopher, BOS Dist 2; Shrago, Amy, BOS Dist 5; Wilson,
Shawn, BOS Dist 1; Henninger, Tona, BOS Dist4

Cc:                                                             leo; Maria Miranda; Julio Contreras
Subject:                                                   PASS FULL tenant protec�ons for the Eden Area
 

Dear Alameda County Board of Supervisors,

My name is Gina and I live in District 4 in unincorporated Alameda County. The Board of
Supervisors publicly stated that they’ll consider the numerous testimony that tenants have
shared regarding stronger tenant protections for over three years. On or about November 9,
2022, I emailed The Board of Supervisors to address my concerns as a Castro Valley
tenant. To reiterate, there are no solid protections of legal defense for tenants except
a voluntary information organization, Echo Housing and Centro Legal who specialize in
evictions. I recently received a 10% rent increase I cannot afford effective January 2023,
after I exercised my rights. Christina Manalo, Housing Counselor with Echo Housing was
eager to deny services until I explained my landlord had failed to service my kitchen stove
and toilet. Furthermore, Ms. Manalo explained she is unable to negotiate a lower rent
increase and suggested I contact Legal Aid. While there are state protections like
California Tenant Protections Act (Cal. Civ. Code §§ 1946.2 and 1947.12) and AB832,
tenants have no legal safeguard. In other words, guaranteed legal representation against
rapacious landlords and help with negotiating rent increases and enforcing retaliation laws.
The statutes and statutory interpretations are complex which is why tenants need support. 

In addition, Castro Valley tenant Carlos Gonzalez contacted me for help because he was
unlawfully harassed by his landlord for rent debt resulting in a landlord-tenant dispute and
restraining order. Echo Housing and Central Legal were unable to assist the tenant because
he has not received an eviction. Mr. Gonzalez needs rental assistance and legal support to
enforce the rules set forth under The Alameda County Eviction Moratorium to prevent
further harassment and to hold his landlord accountable for violating the existing laws. Mr.
Gonzalez's landlord has destroyed his personal property, threatened his guests, and
constantly harassed about rent debt. Without a reliable legal safeguard, tenants will
become displaced and contribute to the housing crisis.

Mr. Gonzalez and I are two of over 60,000 people in the unincorporated area at risk to be
displaced TODAY, and we are asking all Supervisors to help us avoid the COUNTY
EVICTION TSUNAMI of 2023. We need to VOTE TODAY to help families stay housed. 

Please PASS Phase 1 tenant protections AS SOON AS POSSIBLE, 
Just Cause eviction protections need to be expanded for the majority of
housing in the unincorporated area: that includes 81% of unincorporated
housing where families live in four units or less, local protections are needed
for single family home renters who are currently left out of State protections,
amend this change and VOTE to protect all our families.
We support additional Just Cause protections that protects families and school
employees in being evicted within the school year
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We need Fair Chance: expand housing for formerly incarcerated residents and
families
We need public transparency for landlords and tenants to establish a rent
registry. 

Families need stable rents now and need to be protected from illegal evictions. We
need to have a vote for rent stabilization before 2023 begins.  
WE NEED A TIMELINE FOR BOLD ACTION, VOTE ON ALL PHASE 2
PROTECTIONS BEFORE THE EVICTION MORATORIUM ENDS, we
cannot go back to County’s rate of 4000 evictions per year.. 
Eden residents have experienced higher rates of harassment and receive more
eviction notices than incorporated neighbors
The Eden Area is home to the County’s highest poverty rates and unincorporated
families deserve fair, strong protections as enjoyed throughout the County. 

I urge Supervisor Brown, Supervisor Valle, Supervisor Carson, Supervisor Miley, and
Supervisor Haubert to move forward with PHASE 1 for a Board vote now. Vulnerable
low-income tenants like myself cannot wait as the eviction moratorium will end in 2023.
Please VOTE for renting families today and support a TIMELINE for bold action.

Thank you for The Board of Supervisors accountability and honoring your promise to
tenants!

 
Sincerely,
 
Gina M.
District #4  
2494 Grove Way, Apt. 34
Castro Valley, Ca. 94546
Email: ginamckay866@yahoo.com
 
PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATION This e-mail transmission, and any documents, files or previous e-
mail messages attached to it, may contain confidential information that is legally privileged. If you are not the intended recipient
or a person responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying,
distribution or use of any of the information contained in or attached to this transmission is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. If you
have received this transmission in error, please: (1) immediately notify me by reply e-mail, or by collect telephone call; and (2)
destroy the original transmission and its attachments without reading or saving in any manner.
 
 

** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not
click on links or attachments. **
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From:                                                       Candy Chan <user@votervoice.net>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 8:09 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Don't Put Rental Housing Providers Out of Business
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Rental housing providers like me are coming up on three years of trying to survive the Alameda
County evic�on moratorium.  And now you’re thinking about outlawing background checks,
forcing me to share details about my rental business including how much rent I charge, and put
even more limits on when I can evict a tenant.  This is just too much.
 
We already have plenty of state-wide laws to protect tenants.  Rental property owners like me and
my clients don’t need more rules that are causing us to go out of business.
 
It’s about �me the County helped rental providers like me stay in business – which is providing
safe and affordable housing – rather than piling on more layers of redundant rules.  Please stop
and think about what you’re doing with all these new ordinances and if they will really help
renters or just lead to more evic�ons as more people like me sell my rental property.
 
Sincerely,
 
Candy Chan
4976 Romeo Pl Apt Fremont
Fremont, CA 94555
candy2233@yahoo.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Sarah Henrie <sarah.henrie@avenue8.com>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 7:59 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Exempt Single Family and Condos from New Rent Rules
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
The three rental ordinances you want to approve on December 6 - the Fair Chance ordinance,
Just-Cause for Evic�on, and the Rent Registry/An�-Harassment - should not apply to single-family
homes and condos that are rentals.
 
I rely on criminal background checks to ensure the safety of those living near my rental property.
 
The Just-Cause ordinance has some requirements that just don’t make sense.  Example: Can a
rental unit be sold if it’s occupied by a family with school-aged children?  And, if I have to make a
reloca�on payment to my tenant, that will be added to the sales price of the home.  This
ordinance will make homeownership even more expensive.
 
The Rent Registry ordinance is just too burdensome and the an�-harassment requirements expose
me to significant legal liability.
 
I’m a good landlord who owns and manages a few units.  I just won’t be able to con�nue under
these new rules.  If you have to adopt these ordinances,  please exempt single-family homes and
condos.
 
Sincerely,
 
Sarah Henrie
969 Karol Way
San Leandro, CA 94577
sarah.henrie@avenue8.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Armando Navas <realtor@navas21.com>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 7:47 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   New Rules for Landlords are the Last Straw
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Alameda County does not support rental housing providers.  The Fair Chance, Just-Cause, and
Rent Registry/An�-Harassment ordinances you’re trying to pass are three examples.
 
These ordinances are not needed in Alameda County.
 
For example, there is already state law that applies Just-Cause evic�on protec�ons to renters.
 
The Fair Chance ordinance, which makes it a crime for me to ask a tenant about their criminal
history, is simply irresponsible and a clear viola�on of my private property rights.
 
And, there’s simply no reason for me to share details about my rental business, including how
much I charge for rent.
 
This latest round of rules for landlords, on top of a never-ending evic�on-moratorium is the last
straw.  Please back off on all the new rules or I’ll be selling my rental property.
 
Sincerely,
 
Armando Navas
1409 Ellio� Cir
Pleasanton, CA 94566
realtor@navas21.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Alessandra Imanabadi <alessandra@123na�onwide.com>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 6:19 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Exempt Single Family and Condos from New Rent Rules
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
The three rental ordinances you want to approve on December 6 - the Fair Chance ordinance,
Just-Cause for Evic�on, and the Rent Registry/An�-Harassment - should not apply to single-family
homes and condos that are rentals.
 
I rely on criminal background checks to ensure the safety of those living near my rental property.
 
The Just-Cause ordinance has some requirements that just don’t make sense.  Example: Can a
rental unit be sold if it’s occupied by a family with school-aged children?  And, if I have to make a
reloca�on payment to my tenant, that will be added to the sales price of the home.  This
ordinance will make homeownership even more expensive.
 
The Rent Registry ordinance is just too burdensome and the an�-harassment requirements expose
me to significant legal liability.
 
I’m a good landlord who owns and manages a few units.  I just won’t be able to con�nue under
these new rules.  If you have to adopt these ordinances,  please exempt single-family homes and
condos.
 
Sincerely,
 
Alessandra Imanabadi
PO Box 192262
San Francisco, CA 94119
alessandra@123na�onwide.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Charles Tost <user@votervoice.net>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 6:11 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   New Rules for Landlords are the Last Straw
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Alameda County does not support rental housing providers.  The Fair Chance, Just-Cause, and
Rent Registry/An�-Harassment ordinances you’re trying to pass are three examples.
 
These ordinances are not needed in Alameda County.
 
For example, there is already state law that applies Just-Cause evic�on protec�ons to renters.
 
The Fair Chance ordinance, which makes it a crime for me to ask a tenant about their criminal
history, is simply irresponsible and a clear viola�on of my private property rights.
 
And, there’s simply no reason for me to share details about my rental business, including how
much I charge for rent.
 
This latest round of rules for landlords, on top of a never-ending evic�on-moratorium is the last
straw.  Please back off on all the new rules or I’ll be selling my rental property.
 
Sincerely,
 
Charles Tost
57 Valais Ct
Fremont, CA 94539
pilot2chef@aol.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Madeline Dutra <user@votervoice.net>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 6:03 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Exempt Single Family and Condos from New Rent Rules
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
The three rental ordinances you want to approve on December 6 - the Fair Chance ordinance,
Just-Cause for Evic�on, and the Rent Registry/An�-Harassment - should not apply to single-family
homes and condos that are rentals.
 
I rely on criminal background checks to ensure the safety of those living near my rental property.
 
The Just-Cause ordinance has some requirements that just don’t make sense.  Example: Can a
rental unit be sold if it’s occupied by a family with school-aged children?  And, if I have to make a
reloca�on payment to my tenant, that will be added to the sales price of the home.  This
ordinance will make homeownership even more expensive.
 
The Rent Registry ordinance is just too burdensome and the an�-harassment requirements expose
me to significant legal liability.
 
I’m a good landlord who owns and manages a few units.  I just won’t be able to con�nue under
these new rules.  If you have to adopt these ordinances,  please exempt single-family homes and
condos.
 
Sincerely,
 
Madeline Dutra
3373 Decoto Rd
Fremont, CA 94555
MCDUTRA@AOL.COM
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Jay Zhang <user@votervoice.net>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 5:50 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   New Rules for Landlords are the Last Straw
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Alameda County does not support rental housing providers.  The Fair Chance, Just-Cause, and
Rent Registry/An�-Harassment ordinances you’re trying to pass are three examples.
 
These ordinances are not needed in Alameda County.
 
For example, there is already state law that applies Just-Cause evic�on protec�ons to renters.
 
The Fair Chance ordinance, which makes it a crime for me to ask a tenant about their criminal
history, is simply irresponsible and a clear viola�on of my private property rights.
 
And, there’s simply no reason for me to share details about my rental business, including how
much I charge for rent.
 
This latest round of rules for landlords, on top of a never-ending evic�on-moratorium is the last
straw.  Please back off on all the new rules or I’ll be selling my rental property.
 
Sincerely,
 
Jay Zhang
6183 Lakeview Cir
San Ramon, CA 94582
jzhang001@yahoo.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Charlie Chiou <charliebchiou@gmail.com>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 5:50 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Exempt Single Family and Condos from New Rent Rules
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
The three rental ordinances you want to approve on December 6 - the Fair Chance ordinance,
Just-Cause for Evic�on, and the Rent Registry/An�-Harassment - should not apply to single-family
homes and condos that are rentals.
 
I rely on criminal background checks to ensure the safety of those living near my rental property.
 
The Just-Cause ordinance has some requirements that just don’t make sense.  Example: Can a
rental unit be sold if it’s occupied by a family with school-aged children?  And, if I have to make a
reloca�on payment to my tenant, that will be added to the sales price of the home.  This
ordinance will make homeownership even more expensive.
 
The Rent Registry ordinance is just too burdensome and the an�-harassment requirements expose
me to significant legal liability.
 
I’m a good landlord who owns and manages a few units.  I just won’t be able to con�nue under
these new rules.  If you have to adopt these ordinances,  please exempt single-family homes and
condos.
 
Sincerely,
 
Charlie Chiou
804 Polaris Ave
Foster City, CA 94404
charliebchiou@gmail.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Paramvir Atwal <paramvira@gmail.com>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 5:42 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Protect landlords rights
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Landlords should have the op�on to choose the best tenant possible. If your kids buy rental
proper�es would you want them to deal with a career criminal with a history of violence?
 
Sincerely,
 
Paramvir Atwal
3039 Summit Dr
Fremont, CA 94555
paramvira@gmail.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Kwan Cheung <user@votervoice.net>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 4:50 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   New Rules for Landlords are the Last Straw
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Alameda County does not support rental housing providers.  The Fair Chance, Just-Cause, and
Rent Registry/An�-Harassment ordinances you’re trying to pass are three examples.
 
These ordinances are not needed in Alameda County.
 
For example, there is already state law that applies Just-Cause evic�on protec�ons to renters.
 
The Fair Chance ordinance, which makes it a crime for me to ask a tenant about their criminal
history, is simply irresponsible and a clear viola�on of my private property rights.
 
And, there’s simply no reason for me to share details about my rental business, including how
much I charge for rent.
 
This latest round of rules for landlords, on top of a never-ending evic�on-moratorium is the last
straw.  Please back off on all the new rules or I’ll be selling my rental property.
 
Sincerely,
 
Kwan Cheung
1912 Via Natal
San Lorenzo, CA 94580
kwanlingcheung@yahoo.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Lannie Mok <lannie.mok@gmail.com>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 4:38 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Don't Put Rental Housing Providers Out of Business
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Rental housing providers like me are coming up on three years of trying to survive the Alameda
County evic�on moratorium.  And now you’re thinking about outlawing background checks,
forcing me to share details about my rental business including how much rent I charge, and put
even more limits on when I can evict a tenant.  This is just too much.
 
We already have plenty of state-wide laws to protect tenants.  Rental property owners like me and
my clients don’t need more rules that are causing us to go out of business.
 
It’s about �me the County helped rental providers like me stay in business – which is providing
safe and affordable housing – rather than piling on more layers of redundant rules.  Please stop
and think about what you’re doing with all these new ordinances and if they will really help
renters or just lead to more evic�ons as more people like me sell my rental property.
 
Sincerely,
 
Lannie Mok
4150 Krolop Rd
Castro Valley, CA 94546
lannie.mok@gmail.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       mike chow <user@votervoice.net>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 4:32 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Don't Put Rental Housing Providers Out of Business
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Rental housing providers like me are coming up on three years of trying to survive the Alameda
County evic�on moratorium.  And now you’re thinking about outlawing background checks,
forcing me to share details about my rental business including how much rent I charge, and put
even more limits on when I can evict a tenant.  This is just too much.
 
We already have plenty of state-wide laws to protect tenants.  Rental property owners like me and
my clients don’t need more rules that are causing us to go out of business.
 
It’s about �me the County helped rental providers like me stay in business – which is providing
safe and affordable housing – rather than piling on more layers of redundant rules.  Please stop
and think about what you’re doing with all these new ordinances and if they will really help
renters or just lead to more evic�ons as more people like me sell my rental property.
 
Sincerely,
 
mike chow
4069 Rosehill Pl
Dublin, CA 94568
datunlu@yahoo.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Harish Reddy <user@votervoice.net>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 4:27 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Exempt Single Family and Condos from New Rent Rules
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
The three rental ordinances you want to approve on December 6 - the Fair Chance ordinance,
Just-Cause for Evic�on, and the Rent Registry/An�-Harassment - should not apply to single-family
homes and condos that are rentals.
 
I rely on criminal background checks to ensure the safety of those living near my rental property.
 
The Just-Cause ordinance has some requirements that just don’t make sense.  Example: Can a
rental unit be sold if it’s occupied by a family with school-aged children?  And, if I have to make a
reloca�on payment to my tenant, that will be added to the sales price of the home.  This
ordinance will make homeownership even more expensive.
 
The Rent Registry ordinance is just too burdensome and the an�-harassment requirements expose
me to significant legal liability.
 
I’m a good landlord who owns and manages a few units.  I just won’t be able to con�nue under
these new rules.  If you have to adopt these ordinances,  please exempt single-family homes and
condos.
 
Sincerely,
 
Harish Reddy
29050 Logan Way
Hayward, CA 94544
deepsoccer@sbcglobal.net
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Mary Florio <mary@maryflorio.com>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 4:24 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Exempt Single Family and Condos from New Rent Rules
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
The three rental ordinances you want to approve on December 6 - the Fair Chance ordinance,
Just-Cause for Evic�on, and the Rent Registry/An�-Harassment - should not apply to single-family
homes and condos that are rentals.
 
I rely on criminal background checks to ensure the safety of those living near my rental property.
 
The Just-Cause ordinance has some requirements that just don’t make sense.  Example: Can a
rental unit be sold if it’s occupied by a family with school-aged children?  And, if I have to make a
reloca�on payment to my tenant, that will be added to the sales price of the home.  This
ordinance will make homeownership even more expensive.
 
The Rent Registry ordinance is just too burdensome and the an�-harassment requirements expose
me to significant legal liability.
 
I’m a good landlord who owns and manages a few units.  I just won’t be able to con�nue under
these new rules.  If you have to adopt these ordinances,  please exempt single-family homes and
condos.
 
Sincerely,
 
Mary Florio
6057 Moores Ave
Newark, CA 94560
mary@maryflorio.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Kim Trieu <user@votervoice.net>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 4:17 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Don't Put Rental Housing Providers Out of Business
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Rental housing providers like me are coming up on three years of trying to survive the Alameda
County evic�on moratorium.  And now you’re thinking about outlawing background checks,
forcing me to share details about my rental business including how much rent I charge, and put
even more limits on when I can evict a tenant.  This is just too much.
 
We already have plenty of state-wide laws to protect tenants.  Rental property owners like me and
my clients don’t need more rules that are causing us to go out of business.
 
It’s about �me the County helped rental providers like me stay in business – which is providing
safe and affordable housing – rather than piling on more layers of redundant rules.  Please stop
and think about what you’re doing with all these new ordinances and if they will really help
renters or just lead to more evic�ons as more people like me sell my rental property.
 
Sincerely,
 
Kim Trieu
333 W Garvey Ave Apt 1028
Monterey Park, CA 91754
kimtrieu7@yahoo.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Viviana Cherman <viviana@vivianacherman.com>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 4:14 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Don't Put Rental Housing Providers Out of Business
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Rental housing providers like me are coming up on three years of trying to survive the Alameda
County evic�on moratorium.  And now you’re thinking about outlawing background checks,
forcing me to share details about my rental business including how much rent I charge, and put
even more limits on when I can evict a tenant.  This is just too much.
 
We already have plenty of state-wide laws to protect tenants.  Rental property owners like me and
my clients don’t need more rules that are causing us to go out of business.
 
It’s about �me the County helped rental providers like me stay in business – which is providing
safe and affordable housing – rather than piling on more layers of redundant rules.  Please stop
and think about what you’re doing with all these new ordinances and if they will really help
renters or just lead to more evic�ons as more people like me sell my rental property.
 
Sincerely,
 
Viviana Cherman
127 Spring St
Pleasanton, CA 94566
viviana@vivianacherman.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Kay Khan <user@votervoice.net>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 4:01 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   New Rules for Landlords are the Last Straw
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Alameda County does not support rental housing providers.  The Fair Chance, Just-Cause, and
Rent Registry/An�-Harassment ordinances you’re trying to pass are three examples.
 
These ordinances are not needed in Alameda County.
 
For example, there is already state law that applies Just-Cause evic�on protec�ons to renters.
 
The Fair Chance ordinance, which makes it a crime for me to ask a tenant about their criminal
history, is simply irresponsible and a clear viola�on of my private property rights.
 
And, there’s simply no reason for me to share details about my rental business, including how
much I charge for rent.
 
This latest round of rules for landlords, on top of a never-ending evic�on-moratorium is the last
straw.  Please back off on all the new rules or I’ll be selling my rental property.
 
Sincerely,
 
Kay Khan
34876 Herringbone Way
Union City, CA 94587
kaykhan01@yahoo.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Robert Pace <robertkpace@gmail.com>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 3:41 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Exempt Single Family and Condos from New Rent Rules
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
The three rental ordinances you want to approve on December 6 - the Fair Chance ordinance,
Just-Cause for Evic�on, and the Rent Registry/An�-Harassment - should not apply to single-family
homes and condos that are rentals.
 
I rely on criminal background checks to ensure the safety of those living near my rental property.
 
The Just-Cause ordinance has some requirements that just don’t make sense.  Example: Can a
rental unit be sold if it’s occupied by a family with school-aged children?  And, if I have to make a
reloca�on payment to my tenant, that will be added to the sales price of the home.  This
ordinance will make homeownership even more expensive.
 
The Rent Registry ordinance is just too burdensome and the an�-harassment requirements expose
me to significant legal liability.
 
I’m a good landlord who owns and manages a few units.  I just won’t be able to con�nue under
these new rules.  If you have to adopt these ordinances,  please exempt single-family homes and
condos.
 
Sincerely,
 
Robert Pace
1 Medinah Ct
San Ramon, CA 94583
robertkpace@gmail.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Clara Wong <sasa888@hitmail.com>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 3:37 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   New Rules for Landlords are the Last Straw
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Alameda County does not support rental housing providers.  The Fair Chance, Just-Cause, and
Rent Registry/An�-Harassment ordinances you’re trying to pass are three examples.
 
These ordinances are not needed in Alameda County.
 
For example, there is already state law that applies Just-Cause evic�on protec�ons to renters.
 
The Fair Chance ordinance, which makes it a crime for me to ask a tenant about their criminal
history, is simply irresponsible and a clear viola�on of my private property rights.
 
And, there’s simply no reason for me to share details about my rental business, including how
much I charge for rent.
 
This latest round of rules for landlords, on top of a never-ending evic�on-moratorium is the last
straw.  Please back off on all the new rules or I’ll be selling my rental property.
 
Sincerely,
 
Clara Wong
39 Hahn St
San Francisco, CA 94134
sasa888@hitmail.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Heidi Williams <loansbyheidi@gmail.com>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 3:29 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Exempt Single Family and Condos from New Rent Rules
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
The three rental ordinances you want to approve on December 6 - the Fair Chance ordinance,
Just-Cause for Evic�on, and the Rent Registry/An�-Harassment - should not apply to single-family
homes and condos that are rentals.
 
I rely on criminal background checks to ensure the safety of those living near my rental property.
 
The Just-Cause ordinance has some requirements that just don’t make sense.  Example: Can a
rental unit be sold if it’s occupied by a family with school-aged children?  And, if I have to make a
reloca�on payment to my tenant, that will be added to the sales price of the home.  This
ordinance will make homeownership even more expensive.
 
The Rent Registry ordinance is just too burdensome and the an�-harassment requirements expose
me to significant legal liability.
 
I’m a good landlord who owns and manages a few units.  I just won’t be able to con�nue under
these new rules.  If you have to adopt these ordinances,  please exempt single-family homes and
condos.
 
Sincerely,
 
Heidi Williams
3707 Woodruff Ave
Oakland, CA 94602
loansbyheidi@gmail.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Kenneth Chan <user@votervoice.net>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 3:25 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Don't Put Rental Housing Providers Out of Business
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Rental housing providers like me are coming up on three years of trying to survive the Alameda
County evic�on moratorium.  And now you’re thinking about outlawing background checks,
forcing me to share details about my rental business including how much rent I charge, and put
even more limits on when I can evict a tenant.  This is just too much.
 
We already have plenty of state-wide laws to protect tenants.  Rental property owners like me and
my clients don’t need more rules that are causing us to go out of business.
 
It’s about �me the County helped rental providers like me stay in business – which is providing
safe and affordable housing – rather than piling on more layers of redundant rules.  Please stop
and think about what you’re doing with all these new ordinances and if they will really help
renters or just lead to more evic�ons as more people like me sell my rental property.
 
Sincerely,
 
Kenneth Chan
2715 Sulphur Dr
Hayward, CA 94541
kennethchan1@hotmail.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Sandi Gomes <sandigomes1@gmail.com>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 3:27 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Don't Put Rental Housing Providers Out of Business
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Rental housing providers like me are coming up on three years of trying to survive the Alameda
County evic�on moratorium.  And now you’re thinking about outlawing background checks,
forcing me to share details about my rental business including how much rent I charge, and put
even more limits on when I can evict a tenant.  This is just too much.
 
We already have plenty of state-wide laws to protect tenants.  Rental property owners like me and
my clients don’t need more rules that are causing us to go out of business.
 
It’s about �me the County helped rental providers like me stay in business – which is providing
safe and affordable housing – rather than piling on more layers of redundant rules.  Please stop
and think about what you’re doing with all these new ordinances and if they will really help
renters or just lead to more evic�ons as more people like me sell my rental property.
 
Sincerely,
 
Sandi Gomes
5719 Arlene Way
Livermore, CA 94550
sandigomes1@gmail.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Catherine Butera <cathybutera@comcast.net>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 2:48 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Exempt Single Family and Condos from New Rent Rules
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
The three rental ordinances you want to approve on December 6 - the Fair Chance ordinance,
Just-Cause for Evic�on, and the Rent Registry/An�-Harassment - should not apply to single-family
homes and condos that are rentals.
 
I rely on criminal background checks to ensure the safety of those living near my rental property.
 
The Just-Cause ordinance has some requirements that just don’t make sense.  Example: Can a
rental unit be sold if it’s occupied by a family with school-aged children?  And, if I have to make a
reloca�on payment to my tenant, that will be added to the sales price of the home.  This
ordinance will make homeownership even more expensive.
 
The Rent Registry ordinance is just too burdensome and the an�-harassment requirements expose
me to significant legal liability.
 
I’m a good landlord who owns and manages a few units.  I just won’t be able to con�nue under
these new rules.  If you have to adopt these ordinances,  please exempt single-family homes and
condos.
 
Sincerely,
 
Catherine Butera
2905 Calle de la Mesa
Pleasanton, CA 94566
cathybutera@comcast.net
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Ted Ramos <TedRamos72@gmail.com>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 2:25 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Exempt Single Family and Condos from New Rent Rules
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
The three rental ordinances you want to approve on December 6 - the Fair Chance ordinance,
Just-Cause for Evic�on, and the Rent Registry/An�-Harassment - should not apply to single-family
homes and condos that are rentals.
 
I rely on criminal background checks to ensure the safety of those living near my rental property.
 
The Just-Cause ordinance has some requirements that just don’t make sense.  Example: Can a
rental unit be sold if it’s occupied by a family with school-aged children?  And, if I have to make a
reloca�on payment to my tenant, that will be added to the sales price of the home.  This
ordinance will make homeownership even more expensive.
 
The Rent Registry ordinance is just too burdensome and the an�-harassment requirements expose
me to significant legal liability.
 
I’m a good landlord who owns and manages a single family home rental.  I just won’t be able to
con�nue under these new rules.  If you have to adopt these ordinances,  please exempt single-
family homes and condos.
 
Sincerely,
 
Ted Ramos
2387 High Castle Ct
Livermore, CA 94550
TedRamos72@gmail.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Bruce Baldwin <bruce@brucebaldwin.com>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 2:04 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   New Rules for Landlords are the Last Straw
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Alameda County does not support rental housing providers.  The Fair Chance, Just-Cause, and
Rent Registry/An�-Harassment ordinances you’re trying to pass are three examples.
 
These ordinances are not needed in Alameda County.
 
For example, there is already state law that applies Just-Cause evic�on protec�ons to renters.
 
The Fair Chance ordinance, which makes it a crime for me to ask a tenant about their criminal
history, is simply irresponsible and a clear viola�on of my private property rights.
 
And, there’s simply no reason for me to share details about my rental business, including how
much I charge for rent.
 
This latest round of rules for landlords, on top of a never-ending evic�on-moratorium is the last
straw.  Please back off on all the new rules or I’ll be selling my rental property.
 
Sincerely,
 
Bruce Baldwin
803 Saint George Rd
Danville, CA 94526
bruce@brucebaldwin.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Marina Rombakh <user@votervoice.net>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 2:00 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   New Rules for Landlords are the Last Straw
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Alameda County does not support rental housing providers.  The Fair Chance, Just-Cause, and
Rent Registry/An�-Harassment ordinances you’re trying to pass are three examples.
 
These ordinances are not needed in Alameda County.
 
For example, there is already state law that applies Just-Cause evic�on protec�ons to renters.
 
The Fair Chance ordinance, which makes it a crime for me to ask a tenant about their criminal
history, is simply irresponsible and a clear viola�on of my private property rights.
 
And, there’s simply no reason for me to share details about my rental business, including how
much I charge for rent.
 
This latest round of rules for landlords, on top of a never-ending evic�on-moratorium is the last
straw.  Please back off on all the new rules or I’ll be selling my rental property.
 
Sincerely,
 
Marina Rombakh
136 Lansberry Ct
Los Gatos, CA 95032
marinarombakh@yahoo.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Ralph Mar�n <ralph@pmasvcs.com>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 1:31 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Don't Put Rental Housing Providers Out of Business
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Rental housing providers like me are coming up on three years of trying to survive the Alameda
County evic�on moratorium.  And now you’re thinking about outlawing background checks,
forcing me to share details about my rental business including how much rent I charge, and put
even more limits on when I can evict a tenant.  This is just too much.
 
We already have plenty of state-wide laws to protect tenants.  Rental property owners like me and
my clients don’t need more rules that are causing us to go out of business.
 
It’s about �me the County helped rental providers like me stay in business – which is providing
safe and affordable housing – rather than piling on more layers of redundant rules.  Please stop
and think about what you’re doing with all these new ordinances and if they will really help
renters or just lead to more evic�ons as more people like me sell my rental property.
 
Sincerely,
 
Ralph Mar�n
5506 Sunol Blvd Ste 200
Pleasanton, CA 94566
ralph@pmasvcs.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Jessica Beebe <jjackson.realestate@gmail.com>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 1:21 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Don't Put Rental Housing Providers Out of Business
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Rental housing providers like me are coming up on three years of trying to survive the Alameda
County evic�on moratorium.  And now you’re thinking about outlawing background checks,
forcing me to share details about my rental business including how much rent I charge, and put
even more limits on when I can evict a tenant.  This is just too much.
 
We already have plenty of state-wide laws to protect tenants.  Rental property owners like me and
my clients don’t need more rules that are causing us to go out of business.
 
It’s about �me the County helped rental providers like me stay in business – which is providing
safe and affordable housing – rather than piling on more layers of redundant rules.  Please stop
and think about what you’re doing with all these new ordinances and if they will really help
renters or just lead to more evic�ons as more people like me sell my rental property.
 
Sincerely,
 
Jessica Beebe
1251 Aster Ln
Livermore, CA 94551
jjackson.realestate@gmail.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Stacie Logan <Stacie@genemorganinsurance.com>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 1:17 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   New Rules for Landlords are the Last Straw
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Alameda County does not support rental housing providers.  The Fair Chance, Just-Cause, and
Rent Registry/An�-Harassment ordinances you’re trying to pass are three examples.
 
These ordinances are not needed in Alameda County.
 
For example, there is already state law that applies Just-Cause evic�on protec�ons to renters.
 
The Fair Chance ordinance, which makes it a crime for me to ask a tenant about their criminal
history, is simply irresponsible and a clear viola�on of my private property rights.
 
And, there’s simply no reason for me to share details about my rental business, including how
much I charge for rent.
 
This latest round of rules for landlords, on top of a never-ending evic�on-moratorium is the last
straw.  Please back off on all the new rules or I’ll be selling my rental property.
 
Sincerely,
 
Stacie Logan
535 Debra St
Livermore, CA 94550
Stacie@genemorganinsurance.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Ethan Silverstein
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 1:01 PM
To:                                                            Pearce, Jennifer, CDA; Starra�, Michelle, CDA; Valle, Richard,

Supv BOS Dist 2; Brown, Dave, BOS Dist 3; Carson, Keith,
Supv BOS Dist 5

Subject:                                                   Tenant Protec�on Package
A�achments:                                         2022-12-05 - Le�er to Supervisors re tenant protec�ons.pdf

 
Dear Supervisors,
 
Please find the a�ached le�er from ACCE, My Eden Voice, the East Bay Community Law Center,
Centro Legal de la Raza, and Evic�on Defense Center.
 
We urge you to pass phase one of the tenant protec�on package tomorrow. While several small
amendments must be made, this should not be a barrier to passing a strong ordinance tomorrow.
We thank you for your con�nued support of tenants. 
 
Please feel free to reach out if you have any ques�ons,
--
Ethan Silverstein (he/him)
Staff A�orney
ACCE Ins�tute

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This message may contain informa�on that is confiden�al and/or subject to
a�orney-client privilege. If you are not the addressee or authorized to receive this for the addressee, you
must not use, copy or disclose this message (or any informa�on contained herein or a�ached hereto). If you
have received this message in error, please advise the sender immediately by reply e-mail and delete this
message.

** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not
click on links or attachments. **
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From:                                                       David Cerru� <ddcerru�@gmail.com>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 12:44 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Don't Put Rental Housing Providers Out of Business
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Rental housing providers like me are coming up on three years of trying to survive the Alameda
County evic�on moratorium.  And now you’re thinking about outlawing background checks,
forcing me to share details about my rental business including how much rent I charge, and put
even more limits on when I can evict a tenant.  This is just too much.
 
We already have plenty of state-wide laws to protect tenants.  Rental property owners like me and
my clients don’t need more rules that are causing us to go out of business.
 
It’s about �me the County helped rental providers like me stay in business – which is providing
safe and affordable housing – rather than piling on more layers of redundant rules.  Please stop
and think about what you’re doing with all these new ordinances and if they will really help
renters or just lead to more evic�ons as more people like me sell my rental property.
 
Sincerely,
 
David Cerru�
1635 Highland Blvd
Hayward, CA 94542
ddcerru�@gmail.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Wanda Del Conte <wandadelconte@gmail.com>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 12:46 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Don't Put Rental Housing Providers Out of Business
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Rental housing providers like me are coming up on three years of trying to survive the Alameda
County evic�on moratorium.  And now you’re thinking about outlawing background checks,
forcing me to share details about my rental business including how much rent I charge, and put
even more limits on when I can evict a tenant.  This is just too much.
 
We already have plenty of state-wide laws to protect tenants.  Rental property owners like me and
my clients don’t need more rules that are causing us to go out of business.
 
It’s about �me the County helped rental providers like me stay in business – which is providing
safe and affordable housing – rather than piling on more layers of redundant rules.  Please stop
and think about what you’re doing with all these new ordinances and if they will really help
renters or just lead to more evic�ons as more people like me sell my rental property.
 
Sincerely,
 
Wanda Del Conte
561 Rhea Way
Livermore, CA 94550
wandadelconte@gmail.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Manjeet Singh <s.manjeet0609@gmail.com>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 12:16 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Exempt Single Family and Condos from New Rent Rules
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
The three rental ordinances you want to approve on December 6 - the Fair Chance ordinance,
Just-Cause for Evic�on, and the Rent Registry/An�-Harassment - should not apply to single-family
homes and condos that are rentals.
 
I rely on criminal background checks to ensure the safety of those living near my rental property.
 
The Just-Cause ordinance has some requirements that just don’t make sense.  Example: Can a
rental unit be sold if it’s occupied by a family with school-aged children?  And, if I have to make a
reloca�on payment to my tenant, that will be added to the sales price of the home.  This
ordinance will make homeownership even more expensive.
 
The Rent Registry ordinance is just too burdensome and the an�-harassment requirements expose
me to significant legal liability.
 
I’m a good landlord who owns and manages a few units.  I just won’t be able to con�nue under
these new rules.  If you have to adopt these ordinances,  please exempt single-family homes and
condos.
 
Sincerely,
 
Manjeet Singh
15830 Via Marlin
San Lorenzo, CA 94580
s.manjeet0609@gmail.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Barry Ly <user@votervoice.net>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 12:17 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   New Rules for Landlords are the Last Straw
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Alameda County does not support rental housing providers.  The Fair Chance, Just-Cause, and
Rent Registry/An�-Harassment ordinances you’re trying to pass are three examples.
 
These ordinances are not needed in Alameda County.
 
For example, there is already state law that applies Just-Cause evic�on protec�ons to renters.
 
The Fair Chance ordinance, which makes it a crime for me to ask a tenant about their criminal
history, is simply irresponsible and a clear viola�on of my private property rights.
 
And, there’s simply no reason for me to share details about my rental business, including how
much I charge for rent.
 
This latest round of rules for landlords, on top of a never-ending evic�on-moratorium is the last
straw.  Please back off on all the new rules or I’ll be selling my rental property.
 
Sincerely,
 
Barry Ly
177 Winged Foot Pl
San Ramon, CA 94583
barryly999@yahoo.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       DeeDee French <user@votervoice.net>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 12:08 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   Don't Put Rental Housing Providers Out of Business
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Rental housing providers like me are coming up on three years of trying to survive the Alameda
County evic�on moratorium.  And now you’re thinking about outlawing background checks,
forcing me to share details about my rental business including how much rent I charge, and put
even more limits on when I can evict a tenant.  This is just too much.
 
We already have plenty of state-wide laws to protect tenants.  Rental property owners like me and
my clients don’t need more rules that are causing us to go out of business.
 
It’s about �me the County helped rental providers like me stay in business – which is providing
safe and affordable housing – rather than piling on more layers of redundant rules.  Please stop
and think about what you’re doing with all these new ordinances and if they will really help
renters or just lead to more evic�ons as more people like me sell my rental property.
 
Sincerely,
 
DeeDee French
1496 N Vasco Rd
Livermore, CA 94551
dfr7930050@aol.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Melrose Forde <melrosehomes@gmail.com>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 12:01 PM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   New Rules for Landlords are the Last Straw
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Alameda County does not support rental housing providers.  The Fair Chance, Just-Cause, and
Rent Registry/An�-Harassment ordinances you’re trying to pass are three examples.
 
These ordinances are not needed in Alameda County.
 
For example, there is already state law that applies Just-Cause evic�on protec�ons to renters.
 
The Fair Chance ordinance, which makes it a crime for me to ask a tenant about their criminal
history, is simply irresponsible and a clear viola�on of my private property rights.
 
And, there’s simply no reason for me to share details about my rental business, including how
much I charge for rent.
 
This latest round of rules for landlords, on top of a never-ending evic�on-moratorium is the last
straw.  Please back off on all the new rules or I’ll be selling my rental property.
 
Sincerely,
 
Melrose Forde
33062 Brockway St
Union City, CA 94587
melrosehomes@gmail.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Rebecca Jackson <rebeccaj.realestate@gmail.com>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 11:58 AM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   New Rules for Landlords are the Last Straw
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Alameda County does not support rental housing providers.  The Fair Chance, Just-Cause, and
Rent Registry/An�-Harassment ordinances you’re trying to pass are three examples.
 
These ordinances are not needed in Alameda County.
 
For example, there is already state law that applies Just-Cause evic�on protec�ons to renters.
 
The Fair Chance ordinance, which makes it a crime for me to ask a tenant about their criminal
history, is simply irresponsible and a clear viola�on of my private property rights.
 
And, there’s simply no reason for me to share details about my rental business, including how
much I charge for rent.
 
This latest round of rules for landlords, on top of a never-ending evic�on-moratorium is the last
straw.  Please back off on all the new rules or I’ll be selling my rental property.
 
Sincerely,
 
Rebecca Jackson
561 Rhea Way
Livermore, CA 94550
rebeccaj.realestate@gmail.com
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
 
 



From:                                                       Charles Huang <user@votervoice.net>
Sent:                                                         Monday, December 5, 2022 11:53 AM
To:                                                            Starra�, Michelle, CDA
Subject:                                                   New Rules for Landlords are the Last Straw
 

Dear Ms. Starra�,
 
Alameda County does not support rental housing providers.  The Fair Chance, Just-Cause, and
Rent Registry/An�-Harassment ordinances you’re trying to pass are three examples.
 
These ordinances are not needed in Alameda County.
 
For example, there is already state law that applies Just-Cause evic�on protec�ons to renters.
 
The Fair Chance ordinance, which makes it a crime for me to ask a tenant about their criminal
history, is simply irresponsible and a clear viola�on of my private property rights.
 
And, there’s simply no reason for me to share details about my rental business, including how
much I charge for rent.
 
This latest round of rules for landlords, on top of a never-ending evic�on-moratorium is the last
straw.  Please back off on all the new rules or I’ll be selling my rental property.
 
Sincerely,
 
Charles Huang
3958 Valley Ave Ste B
Pleasanton, CA 94566
z.huang@sbcglobal.net
 
** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on
links or a�achments. **
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