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ellow property owners: just when we thought
we could depend on the politicians getting the
message from the defeat of Prop. 10, that Califor-

nians don’t believe that extending rent control even
further will solve the housing shortage, we hear one
politician after another vowing tomake changes in rent
and property control regulations.

Perhaps you read about the CASA Compact that
was presented to theMetropolitan Transportation Com-
mission for approval. The Compact is an 18-month proj-
ect by a huge committee of “stakeholders,” who had a

part in crafting the final
document. Dozens of mem-
bers of the public testified,
including our vice-president
Howard Epstein, our execu-
tive director Peter Reitz, and
I. I told them that, although

small property owners own 77% of the state’s rental
housing, there had been no input from us. And, be-
cause one of the key factors in the plan was to imple-
ment rent controls to qualify for transportation funding,
we should have been included to tell about the devas-
tating effect on rental housing supply when rent control
is present. This would not affect San Francisco because
our controls are alreadymore stringent thanwhat isman-
dated by the CASA plan. But other counties beware!
Our rent control ordinance was once “pretty mild,” too.

The full 42-page CASA Compact is available at:
https://mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/CASA_Compact.pdf

Prop. 10 is dead.
Now what?
Tenant advocates haven’t given up; they’ll
continue calling for more and stricter rent
regulation statewide, but at the local level.
By Peter Reitz, SPOSF/SPOSFI Executive Director

ith the resounding defeat—62% to 38%
—of Prop. 10, onemight conclude that the de-
bate over rent control has been settled. After

all, of the 58 counties in Cal-
ifornia, only San Francisco
voted for repeal of Costa-
Hawkins. Not only that, but
even in the rent control
stronghold of San Francisco,
the vote was far from decisive: 52.7% for repeal and
47.3% against—not exactly a strong political statement.

Outside of San Francisco, the California electorate
as a whole is still predominantly homeowners. With the
defeat of Prop. 10, the electorate seemed to be sending
a clear message: “We do not want rent control regula-
tion to govern the relationship between us and our
renters.“ Despite this fact, however, tenant advocates
continue to call for “reform” of Costa-Hawkins, believ-
ing that their movement still has momentum, and that
the fight for expanded rent control and tenant protec-
tions is actually gaining momentum.

Prop. 10 has put a new focus on an old question:
does rent control tend to ease or compound a shortage
of affordable housing? Although economists have long
agreed that it tends to do the latter, for most California
voters who rent, rent control appears to be an easy sell.
The California Legislature
Democrats have a “super-super majority” of 60 Assem-
bly members out of the 80 total. Although far from
united, they can pass whatever they want and over the
veto of the Governor. Assemblyman David Chiu, former
SF supervisor, current chair of the Assembly’s powerful
Housing andDevelopment Committee, and staunch sup-
porter of Prop. 10, has vowed to continue the fight for
renter protections by introducing new legislation. He
and other lawmakers are discussing bills to help tenants
for the legislative session beginning January 7, including
proposals to prevent steep rent increases during housing

Cont’d next page
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Politicians talk more rent
control, despite voters’ clear
NO on 10 message

F
By Noni Richen, SPOSF/SPOSFI President
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Since the defeat of Prop. 10, we have heard from
elected and appointed officials that there should be
more controls to keep rental housing affordable. They
have plans for our investments. As part of the California

Rental Housing Association,
(CalRHA) we will soon have
our own lobbyist to work for
us and to keep us informed
about what’s being dis-
cussed in Sacramento, and to
assist us in introducing some

proactive, pro-housing legislation. Eventually, there will
be a per-unit charge that we will contribute, estimated
to be quite affordable because our coalition represents
so many rental units. So, keep those buses ready; we’ll
probably be headed to the Capitol again!

In my November President’s Message, I thanked
our hardworking board of directors and employees.
Now, I want to thank you for your consistent support.
Your willingness to write and call politicians, your par-
ticipation in hearings, and, particularly, your sacrifices to
get on buses and ride to Sacramento to spend a day
standing in line for an opportunity to speak for 30 sec-
onds, have given us the reputation as being one of the
most active and member-driven organizations in Cali-
fornia. And remember: we are housing providers, prop-
erty owners, not “landlords.” As Sid Lakireddy, incoming
president of CalRHA, said when he addressed us in No-
vember, “There are warlords and druglords. We don’t
want to be part of that group.”

www.smallprop.org

Cont’d on page 4

What does economic
evidence tell us about the
effects of rent control?
By Rebecca Diamond, Ph.D.

Second of a two-part series.* (Reprinted with permission, The
Brookings Institution; first published October 18, 2018)

iamond, McQuade, and Qian (“DMQ”) exam-
ined the consequences of an expansion of rent
control on renters, landlords, and the housing

market that resulted from a unique 1994 local San
Francisco ballot initiative. In
1979, San Francisco imposed
rent control on all standing
buildings with five or more
apartments. Rent control in
San Francisco consists of reg-
ulated rent increases, linked
to the CPI, within a tenancy,
but no price regulation be-

tween tenants. New constructionwas exempt from rent
control, since legislators did not want to discourage
new development. Smaller multi-family buildings were
exempt from this 1979 law change since they were
viewed as more “mom-and-pop” ventures, and did not
have market power over rents.
1994: SF withdraws “mom-and-pop” exemption
This exemption was lifted by a 1994 San Francisco ballot
initiative. Proponents of the initiative argued that small
multi-family housingwas now primarily owned by large
businesses and should face the same rent control of
large multi-family housing. Since the initial 1979 rent
control law only impacted properties built from 1979
and earlier, the removal of the small multi-family
exemption also only affected properties built 1979 and
earlier. This led to a differential expansion in rent con-
trol in 1994 based on whether the small multi-family
housing was built prior to or post 1980—a policy exper-
iment where otherwise similar housing was treated dif-
ferently by the law.
SF rent control’s effects on tenant migration
To examine rent control’s effects on tenant migration
and neighborhood choices, DMQ examined panel data
that provides address-level migration decisions and
housing characteristics for the majority of adults living
in San Francisco in the early 1990s. This allowed them to
define a treatment group of renters who lived in small
multi-family apartment buildings built prior to 1980
and a control group of renters living in small multi-fam-
ily housing built between 1980 and

D

*NOTE: For brevity, references and citations in this article have been deleted.
They are available in the original article at: brookings.edu/ research/what-
does-economic-evidence-tell-us-about-the-effects-of-rent-control/
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St. Mary’s Cathedral
1111 Gough St. at Geary Blvd.

Refreshments served.
Always plenty of free parking!
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THIS MONTH’S LEGAL PANEL:
Get your legal questions answered by the experts!
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GUEST SPEAKER:
District 2 Supervisor
Catherine Stefani

But Newsom has gone beyond just promising to
build more housing. He is speaking of a “grand bargain”
between landlords and tenants that involves both
building massive amounts of new housing for people at
all income levels, while “protecting tenants.”  

What exactly does this mean? No one really
knows, and Newsom himself, while exhibiting an “I can
do this” attitude, has been vague on details. Sacramen-

to Mayor Darrell Steinberg,
former Democratic state
senator and close Newsom
ally, has stated that the
Sacramento initiative (on
the 2020 ballot), which aims
to limit rent increases to 2-
5%, might serve as a blue-

print for post-Prop. 10 California. In other words, while
Newsom opposed Prop. 10, he appears to favor com-
bining massive new housing construction with some
sort of “reasonable regulation of rents.”

If a compromise that would institutionalize any
form of rent control statewide is what Newsom has in
mind, and it appears to be, he’ll run up against stiff
opposition from the same folks who fought and de-
feated Prop. 10. SPOSFI, an advocate for the constitu-
tional property rights of San Francisco’s small rental
property owners for over 20 years, views acceptance of
any such “grand bargain” as appeasement—giving in
to pressure from tenant advocates who see a win as a
step forward, enabling them to make further demands
in the future. Remember San Francisco’s so-called
“emergency” rent control measure of 1979?” Not only
was it not temporary—it became quite permanent and
ever-stricter, amended an astonishing 103 times since
1979, nearly every time to the benefit of tenants and
detriment of small property owners.

crises and to strengthen just-cause eviction laws. “We’re
looking at a wide range of ideas,” Chiu said.

Tenant groups have talked about putting an ini-
tiative on the 2020 ballot, hoping that presidential elec-

tion year turnout and better
ballot language might re-
verse their fortunes. But
with extended time and the
vast sums of money re-
quired to develop a new
ballot initiative, challenges

in 2019 and 2020 are more likely to come from the
Legislature. The Prop. 13 split-roll initiative has already
qualified for 2020, so another major housing initiative is
unlikely.  
Local initiatives
That’s not true, however, at the local level,  where quite
a few measures will be in play. For example, Sacramento
residents have qualified a 2020 ballot initiative that
would implement rent controls on the city’s older rental
buildings. Despite their loss at the state level, tenant
groups are confident in the enduring appeal of rent
control, especially as the renter population in California
grows. They are expanding their efforts to pass or
strengthen local ordinances in Santa Rosa, Santa Cruz,
Santa Ana, Pasadena, Glendale, Inglewood, Long Beach,
and National City (San Diego County). In the last elec-
tion, Oakland voters passed Measure Y with over 58%
voting to strengthen tenant eviction protections. And in
San Francisco, with the current makeup of the Board of
Supervisors, we can expect new, even more burdensome,
legislation to be proposed here as well. 
The Governor: a grand bargain on rent control?
Governor-elect Newsom came out against Prop. 10,
despite being an advocate of rent control as mayor of
San Francisco (rent control being the Holy Grail of SF
politics). But he pledged, if elected and Prop. 10 lost, to
work “immediately” to address the issue by hammering

out a deal between land-
lords and tenant groups.
Proponents of Prop. 10 are
deeply skeptical.

Newsom has stated that
housing will be his top pri-
ority as governor—”build-
ing more units for low and
middle-income residents,
preserving affordable neigh-
borhoods, and preventing

displacement.” In fact, he has set a goal of building 3.5
million new units of housing by 2025—just six years
from now—a pace six times greater than housing con-
struction in the state during the last decade, a number
many consider wildly optimistic.

Assemblyman David
Chiu has vowed to

continue the fight for
renter protections by
introducing new 
legislation.”

“

Newsom has stated
that housing will be
his top priority as
governor—‘building
more units for low
and middle-income
residents, preserving
affordable neighbor-
hoods, and prevent-
ing displacement.’”

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

“

Newsom has set a
goal of building 3.5
million new units of
housing by 2025 . . .
a number many 
consider wildly 
optimistic.”

“
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1990. Their data allowed them to follow each of these
groups over time up until the present, regardless of
where they migrate.

Between five and ten years after the law change,
the beneficiaries of rent control were 19% less likely to
have moved to a new address, relative to the control
group’s migration rate. Further, impact on the likeli-
hood of remaining in San Francisco as a whole was the
same, indicating a large share of the renters that rent
control caused to remain at their 1994 address would

have left the City had they
not been covered by rent
control.

These effects are signifi-
cantly stronger among old-
er households and among
households that have already
spent a number of years at
their address prior to treat-
ment. This is consistent with
the fact that both of these
populations are likely to be

less mobile. Renters who don’t need to move very often
are more likely to find it worthwhile to remain in their
rent-controlled apartment for a long time, enabling
them to accrue larger rent savings. Finally, DMQ found
these effects are especially large for racial minorities,
likely indicating that minorities faced greater displace-
ment pressures in San Francisco than whites.
Landlords respond to expansion of rent control
While expansion of rent control did prevent some dis-
placement among tenants living in San Francisco in
1994, the landlords of these properties responded to
mitigate their rental losses in a number of ways. In prac-
tice, landlords have a few possible ways of removing
tenants. First, landlords could move into the property
themselves, known as an owner move-in (OMI) eviction.
Second, the Ellis Act allows landlords to evict tenants if
they intend to remove the property from the rental
market—for instance, in order to convert the units to
condos. Finally, landlords are legally allowed to offer
their tenants monetary compensation for leaving. In
practice, these transfer payments from landlords are
common and can be quite large.

DMQ found that rent-controlled buildings were 8
percentage points more likely to convert to a condo
than buildings in the control group. Consistent with
these findings, they found that rent control led to a 15
percentage point decline in the number of renters liv-
ing in treated buildings and a 25 percentage point
reduction in the number of renters living in rent-con-
trolled units, relative to 1994 levels. This large reduction
in rental housing supply was driven by converting exist-

Cont’d from pg. 1: Rent control effects

While expansion 
of rent control did
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placement among
tenants living in
San Francisco in

1994, the landlords
of these properties
responded to miti-
gate their rental
losses in a number

of ways.”

“

ing structures to owner-occupied condominium hous-
ing and by replacing existing structures with new con-
struction.
Rent control = more gentrification, not less
This 15 percentage point reduction in the rental supply
of small multi-family housing likely led to rent increases
in the long-run, consistent with standard economic the-
ory. In this sense, rent control operated as a transfer
between the future renters of San Francisco (who
would pay these higher rents due to lower supply) to
the renters living in San Francisco in 1994 (who benefit-
ed directly from lower rents). Furthermore, since many
of the existing rental properties were converted to
higher-end, owner-occupied condominium housing and
new construction rentals, the passage of rent control
ultimately led to a housing stock that caters to higher

income individuals. DMQ find
that this high-end housing,
developed in response to
rent control, attracted resi-
dents with at least 18% high-
er income. Taking all of these
points together, it appears
rent control has actually con-
tributed to the gentrification

of San Francisco, the exact opposite of the policy’s
intended goal. Indeed, by simultaneously bringing in
higher income residents and preventing displacement
of minorities, rent control has contributed to widening
income inequality of the city.
Differing landlord responses
It may seem surprising that the expansion of rent con-
trol in San Francisco led to an upgraded housing stock,
catering to high-income tastes, while the removal of
rent control in Cambridge, Massachusetts also led to
upgrading and value appreciation. To reconcile these
effects, it is useful to think about which types of land-
lords would respond to rent control’s expansion versus
its removal. In the case of rent control expansion, some
landlords will choose to recoup some of their losses by
converting to condo or redeveloping their building to
exempt it from rent control. However, other landlords
may choose to accept the rent control regulation, and
no longer perform maintenance on the building, and
allow it to decay. In the rent control expansion case, one
would see an increase in condo conversions and up-
grades, driven by the landlords that chose to respond in
this way. However, when rent control is removed, the
landlords who own the rent-controlled buildings are
the ones who chose not to condo-convert or redevelop
in response to the initial passage of rent control. In-
deed, one would expect this subset of landlords to
choose to upgrade and invest in their properties once
the rent control regulation is removed.

It appears rent con-
trol has actually
contributed to the
gentrification of
San Francisco, the
exact opposite of
the policy’s intend-

ed goal.”

“

Concluded on page 5
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Short- and long-term effects
Rent control appears to help affordability in the short
run for current tenants, but in the long-run decreases
affordability, fuels gentrification, and creates negative
externalities on the surrounding neighborhood. These

results highlight that forcing
landlords to provide insurance
to tenants against rent in-
creases can ultimately be
counterproductive. If society
desires to provide social insur-
ance against rent increases, it
may be less distortionary to
offer this subsidy in the form
of a government subsidy or
tax credit. This would remove

landlords’ incentives to decrease the housing supply
and could provide households with the insurance they
desire. A point of future research would be to design an
optimal social insurance program to insure renters
against large rent increases.

Rebecca Diamond is an associate Professor of Economics at the
Stanford Graduate School of Business. 

If society desires
to provide social
insurance against
rent increases, it
may be less distor-
tionary to offer this
subsidy in the form
of a government
subsidy or tax 

credit.”

“
The majority of Prop. F’s funding, or $2.8 mil-

lion for two years, will go to the Eviction Defense Col-
laborative (ECD), which was selected as the lead part-

ner for the program under
supervision of the Mayor’s Of-
fice of Housing and Commu-
nity Development. Tenants
who come to ECD will be
directed to organizations
that can provide legal rep-
resentation. These include
the AIDS Legal Referral

Panel, Tenderloin Housing Clinic, La Raza Centro
Legal, Legal Assistance to the Elderly, and many others.

The City’s current eviction defense system has
been dependent on a number of pro-bono attorneys
distributed among its tenant rights organizations, and
has thus had limited capacity. According to Prop. F’s
proponents, some 80% of tenants currently (i.e., prior
to Prop. F’s passage) have faced eviction proceedings
without legal representation.

With the injection of substantial City funds to
pay for no-cost legal representation of any tenant
who requests it, many of these heretofore pro-bono
attorneys will now seek payment for their services.
There is also little doubt that other attorneys, seeing
an opportunity, will enter the business to provide legal
services to tenants. A new cottage industry is born.

Prop. F spawns new 
San Francisco cottage
industry 
New law may inadvertently help make
a small dent in the City’s attorney glut
By Gideon Kramer, SPOSFI News Editor

s any student about to graduate from law
school knows, there is currently a glut of attor-
neys in San Francisco: too many lawyers—not

enough business. But the recent passage of Prop. F, the
voter-approved measure that ensures San Francisco
renters free legal representation in eviction proceed-
ings, may help by spawning a new cottage industry.
Why do pro-bono legal work when you can get paid by
the city? Currently only 20% of San Francisco tenants
being evicted have access to free legal services.

To implement Prop. F, $5.8 million has been
made available over the next two years. San Francisco
is the only city in the state to create a right To coun-
sel program, which provides universal legal represen-
tation to all tenants in eviction proceedings. People
accused of crimes who cannot afford an attorney
have long had access to free legal counsel via the
Public Defender’s Office. But this is the first time that
such services are provided in civil proceedings (such as
evictions), and significantly, to any evictee, regardless
of his or her financial status.

[Before Prop. F,]
the City’s eviction
defense system has
been dependent on a 
number of pro-bono
attorneys . . . and
has thus had 

limited capacity.” 

“

A
Senator Kamala Harris
proposes tax credit for
rent-burdened tenants

In what Curbed San Francisco calls the “first attempt at
a nationwide response to the housing crisis,” California
Senator Harris has proposed a rent relief bill that
would amend the Internal Revenue Code to offer a tax
credit to renters who are paying more than 30% of
their household gross income (up to $125,000 in the
Bay Area) on rent. The senator stated: “The Rent Relief
Act would create a new, refundable tax credit to put
more money in the pockets of families at a time when
renters’ wages have remained stagnant and housing
costs have increased rapidly.”

According to the California Department of
Housing and Community Development, nearly one-
third of California renters (three million households)
are rent-burdened, and California has the third high-
est rents in the nation. More than 1.5 million house-
holds are severely rent-burdened and more Americans
than ever are renters.
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New state housing laws
that go into effect in 2019
SB 407: Water-conserving plumbing fixtures
As covered in our November 1018 issue, the final stage
of the water-conservation requirements of SB 407 goes
into effect January 1, 2009. Owners of pre-1994 multi-
family properties must bring any water-wasting toilets,
showerheads, or faucets up to specs. Once again:
• Showerheads: flow rate of 2.5 gal. per minute or less
• Aerators: 2 gal. per minute or less
• Toilets: 1.6 gal. per flush or less
AB 1919: Ban on rent price gouging
In the wake of the tragic California fires, Governor
Brown signed AB 1919 into law prohibiting price goug-
ing and extending the ban when further disasters occur.

Due to much confusion on how and when Cali-
fornia’s price-gouging protections would be applied,
the Legislature codified penalties for price gouging
into law. AB 1919 criminalizes rent increases over 10%
after a state emergency is declared and prohibits land-
lords from evicting a tenant after proclamation of a
state of emergency and then re-renting the unit at a
price higher than the evicted tenant was charged.

Revisions to AB 2164: Landlord culpability in
cannabis cultivation
After the legalization of recreational cannabis was put
into effect, AB 2164 was added to protect unsuspecting
landlords who have tenants engaged in the illegal cul-
tivation of cannabis in the property.

This new law affords owners the right to correct
the violation without being automatically hit with a
hefty fine by a municipality when a rogue tenant turns

the rental unit into a marijuana greenhouse, of which
the owner had no knowledge. 

AB 2343: More time for tenants to respond to
resolve an eviction
Effective September, 2019 tenants who’ve been served
with an eviction notice will have additional time to cure
the breach (pay past due rent) or defend against an un-
lawful detainer action. Weekends and holidays will no
longer count towards the previously set statutory limits
for tenants to respond to an eviction notice.

Prop. F: SF evictees entitled to right to counsel
As discussed in some detail in past issues (including this
one, see page 5), San Francisco’s Prop. F, passed by the
voters last November,  guarantees city-funded legal rep-
resentation for all tenants facing eviction. When the law
was passed, it was still unclear how the program would
be implemented and from where the $5.8 million fund-
ing would come. However, under Mayor Breed, the pro-
gram and the funding seem to be coming together and
should be ready for implementation sometime in 2019. 

SB 721: Deck and balcony safety
SB 721, signed by the Governor in September 2018, man-
dates that all decks, balconies, and elevated walkways
that are more than six feet above ground level in a prop-
erty with three or more multifamily units be inspected by
a licensed inspector to ensure the structures are sound.
It’s not clear how this new law comports with San Fran-
cisco’s existing Department of Building Inspection (DBI)
requirement to file a Compliance Affidavit every five
years attesting to those same facts.

Cont’d from pg. 3: After Prop. 10

Conclusion
Two conclusions arise from the foregoing: 1) our rights
as small rental property owners will continue to come
under attack. Costa-Hawkins is safe for now—we won a
great victory against a frontal attack on Prop. 10. But
this won’t stop advocates from continuing to work
“around the edges” to expand tenant rights. As an
organization we must remain vigilant and be ready to
do political battle on many fronts, including being
ready to go to Sacramento on short notice. And 2) we
must remain on the right side of the housing debate. It
is our position that the critical issues we now face are
due to lack of housing, not to a lack of rent control. So,
along with our partners we must be proactive in offer-
ing solutions. Because by being silent, or simply being
“against rent control,” we encourage others to advance
their own “solutions”—solutions we may find quite un-
palatable.
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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

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

• Jason Yee
Law Offices of Jason K. Yee (中文服務) 968-8877

ATTORNEYS: CONSTRUCTION

•Philip Soderquist, Soderquist Law Offices 374-8500

•George W. Wolff, Wolff Law Office 788-1881

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

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

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

LEASING AGENTS

• Eric Baird, ReListo Real Estate (236) 6116 x101

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

PRIVATE INVESTIGATORS

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

PROPERTY MANAGERS
• Eric & Christian Alexanderson
Alexanderson Properties 285-3737

• Patrick Clifford
Gordon/Clifford Realty 613-7694

REAL ESTATE AGENTS

• Peter Brannigan, Paragon Real Estate Group 401-9901

• Tim Brown, Keller Williams 334-0100

• Allison Chapleau
Paragon Commercial Brokerage 516-0648

• Gavin Coombs
Pacific Union Commercial 509-4782

• Terrence Jones, APR Investments 786-2216

• Nancy Mazza, Paragon Real Estate Group 701-2615

• Mike Miller, Coldwell Banker 740-2564

• Lee Ann Monfredini, Compass Real Estate 722-4840

• 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

• GoGo Wu, Berri Real Estate, 百利地產公司 (中文服務) 830-7883

RECYCLING & WASTE DISPOSAL SERVICES
• Recology 330-1300

Maximum allowable rent increase: 1.6% Interest due on security deposits: 1.2%       Yearly Rent Board fee: $22.50
Figures effective March 1, 2018 —> February 28, 2019    
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