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n mid-October, we emailed our members a
statement from the president of our statewide
coalition, CalRHA, explaining how working togeth-

er with small-to-medium-size property owners all over
California has given us a “seat at the table” in discus-
sions with legislators when rental housing is the topic.
We can now express how proposed policies affect small
owners. The big guys, CAA and affiliates, are not bur-
dened in the same way as we are. Neither are single-

family houses owned by
their residents who may
rent out a couple of other
houses: realtors® (CAR) have
their back. The big guys
have an annual turnover
rate of residents of about

10% to assist them in keeping up with increased ex-
penses. We small owners, who may have one vacancy
every several years, if that, are more severely affected
by rent control. Some of the other affiliates are far
larger than SPOSFI; some are smaller. We all have roles
to play in the coalition. Someone at our CalRHA board
meeting in Sacramento recently acknowledged our abi-
lity to “put butts in the chairs” at legislative committee
hearings. Due to our proximity to the Capitol and our
work with other groups who help fund our efforts,
we can bring crowds to hearings. As CalRHA’s member-
ship and influence have expanded, we can meet on an
equal footing with other housing provider organizations
and with business leaders who employ our renters.
The biggest threat
We in San Francisco, however, know that the biggest
threat to our businesses and to the supply of housing
here is the committee of 11 district supervisors, who
persist in adding more and more layers of onerous and
unnecessary regulations and penalties, Cont’d next page

The big guys have an
annual turnover rate
of residents of about
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keeping up with
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A seat at the table
By Noni Richen, SPOSF/SPOSFI President
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Opportunities and hurdles
in challenging rent control
based on the Fifth Amend-
ment’s Takings Clause
Apartment owners and associations around the nation
are hopeful that the new makeup of the U.S. Supreme
Court—more amenable to takings challenges—will ag-
ree to review lawsuits based on this key argument.

By Frank A. Weiser, Esq.

n October 8, 2019, Governor Gavin Newsom
signed into law Assembly Bill 1482, enacting rent
control as a statewide measure in California for

the first time. Once the law goes into effect on January
1, 2020, the state will begin to regulate how much ten-
ants’ rent may be increased annually, limiting it to 5%
plus the local rate of inflation. The new rules, however,
will vary for municipalities and local governments that
already have rent control laws. Governor Newsom has
stated that with AB 1482, California will have the “na-
tion’s strongest statewide renter protections.”
Property owners are pushing back
At the same time, property owners throughout the
state are pushing back with new legal challenges to

recently-enacted rent con-
trol laws. These challenges
include claims that the gov-
ernment rent control regu-
lations either unreasonably
interfere with the economic
value of a property, in viola-
tion of the Just Compensa-

tion Clause of the Constitution’s Fifth Amendment Tak-
ings Clause, or constitute, under some tenant relocation
fee payment laws, “private takings” of property in vio-
lation of the Public Use Clause.

To be sure, the present legal landscape in Fifth
Amendment takings law is a vast and complex subject
that cannot be discussed adequately in this article. But
property owners need to be aware of the general land-
scape of some of the recent opportunities and remain-
ing legal procedural and substantive challenges in mak-
ing a takings claim to rent control ordinances.

O

By Noni Richen, SPOSF/SPOSFI PresidentCHALLENGING RENT CONTROL
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with no documentation or other proof to show that
they are actually addressing real problems. They hear
of a sad event affecting one or two renters, and spring
reflexively into action with new legislation. At the same
time that they fund “legacy businesses,” they pass laws
that discourage our “old-school” ones—the small mom-
and-pop landlords that provide the majority of the
city’s housing. Thousands of rentals have become con-
dos and TICs, not a bad outcome for homebuyers, but
a loss for renters. Our supervisors simply don’t care!
They seek the fawning adoration of the misnamed
“tenant protection” forces; they want the votes. We
continue our efforts at dialogue with them, we testify
locally, and advocate for all of us. We never give up the
fight, but we’re also realistic. In years past, we looked
to Sacramento for some legislative sanity. Today, we can
only look to the courts.

Among the articles in this issue of our newslet-
ter is an informative and comprehensive look at the
current landscape of rent control litigation, especially
claims based on various clauses of the U.S. Constitu-
tion’s Fifth Amendment. Rest assured, when it comes to
challenging rent control in the courts, and keeping you
informed, SPOSFI is at the forefront.

Our November newsletter and our November 12
members’ meeting are our last for 2019. Please enjoy
the season. It’s the time of year when many of us cele-
brate the holidays. It should be a time of warm feelings
and putting aside some of our burdens. We wish you
all a very happy and healthy New Year, and look for-
ward to seeing you again in 2020.

www.smallprop.org

Owners to contest court’s
rejection of challenge to
lifetime lease requirement
By Sarah M.K. Hoffman, Esq., and Justin A. Goodman, Esq.

eyman Pakdel and Sima Chegini (the Pakdels)
purchased an interest in a six-unit tenancy-in-com-
mon (TIC) building in San Francisco. Any group of

owners can collectively purchase property, but “TIC” is
conventionally used to describe co-ownership of a multi-
unit building, coupled with a contract-based interest in
the possession of a single unit.
TIC-to-condo conversion in San Francisco
TIC agreements in San Francisco work like CC&Rs for
condos—they describe who gets what unit, who pays
for common expenses, what happens when the build-
ing needs unanticipated repairs, etc. One important dif-

ference: Most San Francisco
TIC owners contemplate con-
do conversion as the “goal”
of the agreement. The goal
makes sense. Even when a
condo isn’t a stand-alone

structure, it’s a “subdivided” parcel, with its own parcel
number, property tax assessment, and ability to be
mortgaged or sold separately. Condos are a recognized
property interest, so they’re worth more.

Why wouldn’t every TIC owner just condo-con-
vert? In some places they can. In San Francisco, it’s more
complicated. California regulates condos under the
“Subdivision Map Act,” but it expressly allows local gov-
ernments to control when (or whether) it happens. In
other words, conversion is a privilege, not a right.

San Francisco allows conversion sparingly, because
it equates condo conversion with tenant displacement
and loss of rental units from the highly regulated rental
housing stock. Condos and TICs are often owner-occu-
pied, and even if they are rented out, the owner has a
constitutional right to “physically occupy” in a way that
owners of apartment buildings do not. (“Protected ten-
ants” cannot be displaced by an owner move-in eviction,
but even tenants qualified for this protection lose it
where there is only one rental unit in the building
owned by the landlord.) Even older condos can escape
rent control through the Costa-Hawkins Act. So the city
imposes conditions and limitations on the potential and
permanent loss of affordable rental housing.

When the Pakdels bought their interest, a “lot-
tery” was held whereby only 200 units/year got to con-
vert. Over time, a large backlog of units eager to con-
vert built up. So in 2013, the City suspended the lottery
and enacted its “Expedited Conversion Program” (ECP):
owners could pay a fee of $20,000 per unit and offer
the tenant the right to purchase or sign a lifetime lease.

Most San Francisco
TIC owners contem-
plate condo conver-
sion as the ‘goal’ of

the agreement.”

“

Cont’d on page 3
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St. Mary’s Cathedral
1111 Gough St. at Geary Blvd.

Refreshments served.
Always plenty of free parking!

NNEEXXTT  MMEEMMBBEERRSS’’ MMEEEETTIINNGG::
TTUUEESSDDAAYY,,  NNOOVV..  1122  ,,  66::1155  PP..MM..

THIS MONTH’S LEGAL PANEL:
Get your legal questions answered by the experts!

Cont’d from pg. 2: Lifetime lease lawsuit

GUEST SPEAKERS:
David Chesnosky will give an update on the rental mar-
ket and tips for owners leasing out their rental properties.
Will Low, from BinCleaners, will discuss his company’s
service of cleaning Recology garbage toters.

With attorney Andrew M. Zacks 
of Zacks, Freedman & Patterson, PC

Institutional investors might absorb this massive wealth
transfer, but the Pakdels purchased their TIC interest in
2009 with the goal of living in the unit once they

retired. They rented the unit
to a tenant in 2010—before
the blanket requirement to
offer a lifetime lease as a con-
dition of condo conversion
went into effect. At that
point, the Pakdels had the

right to perform an owner move-in eviction or quit the
rental business under the state Ellis Act, but under the
2013 ECP code, they would lose the right to move into
their own home.
Pakdels sue to challenge ECP Code
The Pakdels inevitably converted, but asked that the
City not enforce the lifetime lease requirement, or
provide compensation. The City refused, so the Pak-
dels offered the lifetime lease (which was accepted)
and subsequently sued in Federal Court to challenge
the Code and recover possession of their condo. They
sued under various grounds—takings, violations of
the due process and equal protection clauses, and
unreasonable seizure under the Fourth Amendment.
Both the U.S. and California Constitutions provide that
a government agency cannot take private property
without just compensation. This doctrine extends to
“regulatory” takings, where a government agency
changes the rules about how property can be used,
effectively depriving its owners of any economically
reasonable use or value for their property. Here, the
Pakdels have argued that the lifetime lease require-
ment “effectuates a taking of their property by re-
quiring them to surrender one of the essential sticks
in their bundle of property rights, the right to possess
their own property.”
Court dismisses Pakdels’ takings claim
The District Court dismissed the Pakdels’ takings claim
as being unripe because the Pakdels hadn’t exhausted
their remedies in state court first. It also ruled that their
state law claims were time-barred, and dismissed the
other causes of action for failure to state a claim. The
Pakdels appealed to the Ninth Circuit, arguing that the
court incorrectly dismissed the takings claim under
Williamson County Regional Planning Commission v.
Hamilton Bank of Johnson City (1985) 473 U.S. 172,
which allowed discretion in letting a case proceed when
the circumstances warranted—a tough standard to
meet. They argued that the Federal Court should not
have required them to follow the Williamson County
rule that a takings claim cannot be brought in Federal
Court until the plaintiff has exhausted his state law
options. In other words, an aggrieved plaintiff must first
challenge the taking or seek compensation via any

. . . the Pakdels pur-
chased their TIC
interest in 2009,

with the goal of liv-
ing in the unit once

they retired.”

“

applicable administrative appeals, and the state courts,
before bringing a claim in Federal Court. This doctrine
effectively closed the federal courthouse doors to tak-
ings plaintiffs.
A ray of hope
The Pakdels argued that the Supreme Court would be
considering Knick v. Township of Scott (see page 3 of
our September 2019 issue for more on this case)—a case

that might reverse William-
son. In Knick, a property own-
er challenged a local law re-
quiring that any property
owners with a private ceme-
tery on their land provide
free access to members of the
public. This case made its way
to the Supreme Court, which
ruled that a property owner
may bring Fifth Amendment
takings claims in federal court

without first pursuing state court remedies.
In the Knick of time
The Supreme Court overturned the Williamson ripeness
rule before the Pakdels’ oral argument. It seems proba-
ble that the District Court’s dismissal of the Pakdels’
claims will be reversed, at least with regard to the ripe-
ness issue. This would mean that the Pakdels can litigate
their takings claim in federal court. If they win on this
point, it doesn’t ensure their success; it simply means that
they’re allowed to stay in the court. It’s likely the Court
of Appeal will remand the case back to the District
Court for further fact-finding and argument as to
whether the lifetime lease requirement effectuated a
taking of the Pakdels’ property rights.

This case (Knick)
made its way to the

Supreme Court,
which ruled that a

property owner
may bring Fifth

Amendment tak-
ings claims in feder-

al court without
first pursuing state

court remedies.”

“
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Cont’d on page 5

The Fifth Amendment and types of “taking”
The Fifth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution forbids
the government from taking private property for pub-
lic use without just compensation. The Supreme Court
has generally recognized three categories of govern-
mental regulatory action in its takings jurisprudence.

The first type of taking oc-
curs when the government
causes an owner to suffer a
permanent physical invasion
of his property—however
minor. The second type of
taking concerns regulations
that completely deprive an
owner of all economically

beneficial use of his property. These two categories are
referred to as per se takings. The third category of taking
concerns government regulation that interferes with
but does not completely destroy the economic value of
a property.

Traditionally, the federal courts, and here in
California, the Ninth Circuit, have stated that they are
generally reluctant to intrude upon “sensitive areas of
social policy” such as local land-use regulations. See
San Remo Hotel v City & County of San Francisco, 145
F.3d 1095, 1104 (9th Cir. 1998). This fact, coupled with
previous Supreme Court precedents that held that an
owner whose property has been taken by local gov-
ernment has not suffered a violation of his Fifth
Amendment rights—and thus cannot bring a federal
takings claim in federal court until a state court has
denied his claim for just compensation under state law
(Williamson County Regional Planning Commission v
Hamilton Bank of Johnston City, 473 U.S. 172 (1985))—
have made challenges to rent control ordinances un-
usually difficult, even for the seasoned practitioner in
this area of the law.
An extremely complex area of the law
The intersection of federal and state court jurisdiction
in takings jurisprudence created an exceedingly com-
plex area of the law, one that essentially foreclosed
Fifth Amendment takings claims in federal court after
the state inverse condemnation counterpart under the
California Constitution was litigated. Inverse condem-
nation describes a situation in which the government
takes private property but fails to pay the compensa-
tion required by the Fifth Amendment, so the property
owner has to sue to obtain the required just compen-
sation. I think it’s fair to say that most practitioners in
this area found that in regulatory takings challenges,
California law places an additional barrier not found
under federal law, that requires a property owner to,
in effect, overturn the regulation in question before he

could seek damages for inverse condemnation. Tradi-
tional rules concerning California mandamus challenges
to local regulations set a very high legal and factual bar
for an owner to overcome. (Mandamus is a judicial
remedy in the form of an order from a court to any
government, subordinate court, corporation, or pub-
lic authority, to do some specific act which that body
is obliged under law to do, and which is in the nature
of public duty, and in certain cases, of a statutory duty.)
Knick: a momentous decision
However, last term, the U.S. Supreme Court in Knick v
Township of Scott, Pennsylvania, 139 S.Ct. 2162  (2019),
announced a new rule, overturning its previous prece-
dent in the Williamson County case: now a property
owner may seek compensation directly in  federal court

under the Fifth Amendment
without first seeking such
compensation under state
inverse condemnation laws
in state court.

The Knick decision has
remedied a long-standing
procedural barrier and in-
justice, opening the federal
courts to Fifth Amendment
claims that should never

have been closed in the first place. But although Knick
changed the landscape for federal takings challenges,
some traditional procedural and substantive legal hur-
dles remain.
The hurdles in challenging rent control
First, the Supreme Court in Knick itself stated that even
if plaintiffs are successful in their takings claim, com-
pensation, not equitable relief, such as invalidating the
ordinance, is the correct remedy. Therefore, many tak-
ings challenges may be limited in only seeking com-
pensation but will not necessarily be able to overturn
the regulation in question. I
don’t believe that all takings
challenges are so limited, as
there certainly may be chal-
lenges which claim that the
taking is unconstitutional per
se, and that no amount of
compensation can remedy
it. In such cases, a property
owner or an association of owners might argue that
only by invalidating the regulation itself can the uncon-
stitutional violation be remedied.
Are tenant relocation fees a “private taking?”
Regulations requiring owners to pay tenant relocation
fees are the basis for some of the more creative chal-
lenges recently filed in California after Knick. These chal-
lenges argue that rent control ordinances that require

The Knick decision
has remedied a long-
standing procedural

barrier and injus-
tice, opening the fed-
eral courts to Fifth
Amendment claims
that should never

have been closed in
the first place.”

“

The Fifth Amend-
ment to the U.S.

Constitution forbids
the government

from taking private
property for public

use without just
compensation.”
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... many takings
challenges may be

limited in only seek-
ing compensation
but will not neces-

sarily be able to
overturn the regula-

tion in question.”

“
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property owners to pay relocation fees to tenants who
move out of their units, with or without cause, are
wholly unconstitutional as “private takings” of prop-
erty in violation of the Public Use Clause of the Fifth
Amendment, and can be remedied only by invalidating

the ordinance itself (Ed: see
article on page 2). But on
the whole, I believe that
more traditional rent con-
trol challenges claiming
that a rent control ordi-
nance unreasonably deprives
an owner of his investment-

backed expectation in his property will be limited to
compensation damages without invalidating the regu-
lation in toto.
Another hurdle: the “finality requirement”
Another procedural hurdle that remains after Knick is
that the Supreme Court in Knick only overruled William-
son County’s state compensation exhaustion require-
ment. But the finality requirement, which is concerned
with whether the initial governmental decision-maker
arrived at a definitive position on the issue that inflicts
an actual, concrete injury on a property owner, remains
untouched (See Knick, 139 S.Ct. at 2169). The finality
requirement provides that a claim isn’t ripe (i.e., ready

to be litigated) until the
government entity charged
with implementing the reg-
ulations has reached a final
decision regarding the appli-
cation of the regulations to
the property at issue.

After Knick, local gov-
ernments are already argu-
ing, and will continue to ar-
gue in future rent control

challenges, that certain Fifth Amendment takings claims
are not ripe for adjudication because the property
owner has not yet sought a final administrative deter-
mination as to how the ordinance applies to his partic-
ular property.
Challenging the ripeness doctrine
I don’t think that such ripeness challenges are insur-
mountable in all takings claims. The Ninth Circuit long
ago ruled that the ripeness doctrine does not apply to
takings challenges that claim that the adoption of the
ordinance, irrespective of its application to a particular
property owner, constitutes a per se taking. In such chal-
lenges, as discussed earlier, a property owner or associ-
ation of owners may seek to invalidate the regulation
itself rather than requesting compensation to particu-
lar owners.

Further, I believe that creative practitioners may

challenge the ripeness doctrine itself in certain cases
where it can be plausibly argued that even interim gov-
ernmental decisions constitute a “temporary” taking
of property compensable under the Fifth Amendment
and under existing Supreme Court precedent.
An important Ninth Circuit decision
A fairly recent Ninth Circuit decision held that city reg-
ulation of rent increases does not constitute a regula-

tory taking under the Fifth
Amendment. The court rea-
soned that the purpose of
rent control programs coun-
sels against finding a Fifth
Amendment taking be-
cause “rent control is a pub-
lic program that adjusts the
benefits and burdens of eco-

nomic life to promote the common good.” See Colony
Cove Properties, LLC  v City of Carson, 888 F.3d 445 (9th
Cir. 2018).

Despite this ruling, however, I don’t think that
Colony Cove and precedents like it are necessarily the
final word in rent control challenges. Presently, landlord
groups in the State of New York and in New York City
have filed a federal constitutional challenge to New
York’s rent regulations. The suit alleges that state and
city governments have, in effect, taken over nearly a
million regulated apartments with their new law. It
seeks to overturn New York’s system of rent regulation
that dates back to federal price controls during World
War II. The new rent law makes it more difficult for
apartment owners to increase rents and eliminates rules
that in the past allowed owners to free thousands of
apartments from rent regulation.
Conclusion
Apartment owners and associations throughout the
United States are hopeful that the present makeup of
the Supreme Court, that is clearly more amenable to
takings challenges, will eventually review the New
York lawsuit, and suits like it. Lawsuits here in Califor-
nia will most likely make similar arguments in challeng-
ing AB 1482.

The final word on rent control takings challenges
remains to be written. 
Mr. Weiser is a civil rights attorney practicing in Los Angeles. He
sspecializes in municipal law as it relates to the motel and apart-
ment owners industry. He has represented various motel and
apartment owners and associations throughout California for
over 35 years, and his cases have been published widely in the
federal and state reporters. He was lead counsel of record before
the U.S. Supreme Court in City of Los Angeles v Patel, 135 S.Ct.
2443 (2015), in which the Court affirmed a Ninth Circuit en banc
(full court) decision that found a motel records search ordinance
facially unconstitutional under the Fourth Amendment.

A fairly recent Ninth
Circuit decision held
that city regulation

of rent increases
does not constitute
a regulatory taking

under the Fifth
Amendment.”

. . . a property owner
or association may
seek to invalidate

the regulation itself
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particular owners.”
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Sales market for 2-4 units
remains strong, but 2019
trend makes future uncertain 
By Terrence Jones, SPOSFI Business & Board Member

ecent news of weakening in the Bay Area’s
sales market seems to apply less to the market for
2-4 unit buildings in San Francisco. Here we con-

tinue to see average price per sale above $2 million. The
third quarter of 2017 is the last time we had an average
sale price  below $2 million. Prices have fluctuated dur-
ing the past eight quarters between $2.1 and $2.3 mil-
lion, but we’ve seen a downward shift in average sales
price in 2019: a 4% drop from Q1 to Q2 and another 3%
from Q2 to Q3. Although the movement is downward,
it’s premature to say whether it’s a pause in the market
or a real trend.   
What factors have affected the market?
• Trade war with China. The trade conflict between the
U.S. and China is not overpowering the market, but with
so much political chaos and a looming impeachment,

China is feeling no pressure to
make any concessions on
trade prior to the 2020 elec-
tion, a situation that doesn’t
bode well for our nation. The
important all-cash buyers
from China have disap-
peared; Hong Kong buyers

are still in the market, but at a less frenetic pace. In
August, I sold a 4-unit building with a vacant flat to a
Hong Kong buyer at the list price of $2.9M ($691/sq. ft.)—
the only offer! At this same time last year, I would have
gotten multiple offers over list price.
• No “IPO boom effect.” Another factor impacting the 2-
4 unit apartment market was the absence of an “IPO
boom effect.” The millions of stock-option dollars from
Uber’s June IPO are in employees’ accounts, but since
then, its share price has plummeted. That along with
WeWork’s postponed IPO has led to less irrational exu-
berance from tech buyers—a big factor last year’s real
estate market. 

And in San Francisco, we see troubling develop-
ments that may take some steam out of the market by
making it harder to rent units to all those young tech
people with high-paying jobs:   
• Traffic congestion. The city’s anti-car movement is hav-
ing a big impact on the city’s livability, with vehicles of all
types congesting our streets. To make matters worse, the
city’s “street improvement programs” push cars, busses,
bikes, and taxis onto a confusing array of special red and
green lanes. Recently, SFMTA approved a new motor-

R

ized scooter program that will put more scooters on the
roads, sidewalks, and bike lanes, a move that will make

driving a car or taking a tech
bus more of a pain. Looking
at all the traffic engineering
and massive, seemingly never-
ending construction (e.g., the
Van Ness Avenue Improve-
ment Project), San Francisco is
becoming increasingly diffi-
cult to access by workers who

don’t take BART. These and other factors have led to a
slowing rental market; slowing rentals mean lower rents
and lower sales prices for properties. 
• The Community Opportunity to Purchase Act (COPA),
is a confusing new city law that gives qualified non-prof-
its (QNPs) the right of first offer and/or the refusal to
purchase eligible properties. The supposed aim, to “pre-
vent tenant displacement and create long-term afford-
ability,” has had the effect of slowing down the sales
market. On a recent notification I sent for a listing, no
one responded, not even a “got your offering but we’re
passing.” Additionally, it’s hard to tell what the QNP’s
want to buy. COPA may help in the future, but for now
it’s simply confusing, and confusing is not good for sell-
ers or the free market. 
• Property crime and the homeless crisis. It’s increasing-
ly difficult to live in a city where you can buy a $10 avo-
cado toast on one corner in an upscale neighborhood
and see homeless people shooting up with city-provided
needles on on the other. Perhaps the Homeless Indus-
trial Complex will show some improvement after the
November election, but it’s unlikely. There are just too
many people on the city payroll who benefit from milk-
ing the problem to ever actually want to solve it. At the
same time, San Francisco is experiencing an epidemic of
property crime, epecially car break-ins. These persistent
problems have impacted the city’s quality of life and repu-
tation; declining quality of life lessens the desire of people
to live and work here and the willingness of organiza-
tions to hold their annual conventions in San Francisco.   
The value of vacancy
But one thing hasn’t changed in the world of San Fran-
cisco real estate: the value of vacant units. Vacant units
are still a premium in San Francisco, commanding sub-
stantially higher sales prices. A vacant unit allows a new
owner to move into a building or rent it to a tenant of
their choice, without the uncertainties and likely prob-
lems associated with doing an OMI eviction. If you have
one or more vacancies in your building and are consid-
ering selling, DON’T RE-RENT THEM! Consult an experi-
enced broker to discuss your options, as you may not have
a similar opportunity for many years to come.
Terrence Jones is a Sr. Broker Associate with Zephyr Commercial. Con-
tact him at (415) 786-2216 or terrence@terrencejonesSF.com. 

The important all-
cash buyers from
China have disap-

peared; Hong Kong
buyers are still in

the market, but at a
less frenetic pace.”

“

These and other
factors have led to

a slowing rental
market; slowing

rentals mean lower
rents and lower
sales prices for

properties.”

“



Page 7Page 7

Get plugged in!

THE FOLLOWING BUSINESSES SUPPORT SPOSFI and have
joined at the Business Member Level. For a full listing, with
complete contact information, please visit our website at:

www.smallprop.org/resources/guide/
When selecting service providers from this list, always exer-
cise good judgment to ensure that they meet your specific needs.
SPOSFI makes no claims or warranties of any kind, and
provides these service listings for your convenience only.

All phone numbers are (415) area code unless noted otherwise.

APPLICATIONS, PAYMENTS, TENANT SCREENING
• Patricia A. Harris, Apartment Owners 

Association of California (AOA) (818) 988-9200

ARCHITECTS
• Rachel Malchow

Rachel Malchow Architect Inc. 710-9093

ATTORNEYS: LANDLORD
• Andrew M. Zacks (中文服務)

Zacks, Freedman & Patterson, PC 956-8100

• Paul F. Utrecht, Utrecht & Lenvin LLP 357-0600
• Daniel Bornstein, Bornstein Law 409-7611
• Nicholas Goldman, Nicholas Goldman Law 350-8740
• Denise A. Leadbetter

Law Offices of Denise A. Leadbetter 713-8680
• Sean E. Makarin

Law Offices of Walter Parsley 777-1800
• Steven Adair MacDonald (中文服務)

Steven Adair MacDonald & Partners, P.C. 956-6488

• Leonard P. Mastromonaco
Mastromonaco Real Property Law Group 956-4030

• Karen Y. Uchiyama
Law Offices of Karen Y. Uchiyama 563-9300

ATTORNEYS: ESTATE PLANNING, WILLS & TRUSTS
• Ron Chun, Attorney & CPA 977-1300

• John O’Grady, O’Grady Law Group 986-8500

DISPUTE RESOLUTION

•Arbitration Chambers 293-8099 

ELECTRICAL CONTRACTORS
• Josh Frost, Electrical Contractor 517-0309

FULL CREDIT REPORT
• www.myscreeningreport.com
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HOME INSPECTION/EXPERT WITNESS SERVICES
• Roger Drosd

General Contractors Inspection Service (GCIS) 822-9090

HOSPITALITY SHORT-TERM RENTALS
• Zack Merritt, Lyric (970) 456-8299

LEASING AGENTS

• J. Wavro, J. Wavro Associates (中文服務) 509-3456

• David Chesnosky, RentingSF 218-3700

PRIVATE INVESTIGATORS
• Hai Hua-wen, Wen & Associates (650) 863-7925

PROPERTY MANAGERS

• Eric Baird, ReListo Real Estate 236-6116 x101

• Eric & Christian Alexanderson
Alexanderson Properties 285-3737

• Michael Langley, Paul Langley Co. 431-9104 x301

• Patrick Clifford
Gordon/Clifford Realty 613-7694

REAL ESTATE AGENTS

• Peter Brannigan, Paragon Real Estate Group 401-9901
• Allison Chapleau, Vanguard Properties 516-0648
• Gavin Coombs, Compass Commercial 509-4782

• Terrence Jones, Zephyr Commercial 786-2216
• Mike Miller, Coldwell Banker 740-2564
• Lee Ann Monfredini, Compass Real Estate 722-4840

• Laura Pallin, Engel & Völkers, San Francisco 715-7918

• David Parry, McGuire Real Estate 351-4611

• Pota Perimenis, Compass Real Estate 407-2595
• Tina C. Wong

Realty World Advance Group (中文服務) (510) 502-6018

RECYCLING & WASTE DISPOSAL SERVICES
• Recology 330-1300

Maximum allowable rent increase: 2.6% Interest due on security deposits: 2.2%       Yearly Rent Board fee: $22.50
Figures effective March 1, 2019 —> February 29, 2020    

RENT BOARD NUMBERS:
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