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SAN JOSE 
CAPITAL 01' SILICON VALLEY 
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Discussion: 

Draft Ellis Act 
and Tenant 
Protection 

Ordinances 

Discus ion 
Publica: 

Proyecto de 
Ordenanzas: 

Acto de Ellis y 
Protecclon del 

lnqullino 

Share Your Comments 
Comparta sus comentarios 
Xln Bong-Gop Y Kien 

Thao Lu~n 
C9ngE>ong: 

E>~o Lu~t D~t 
Thao Elllsva 
Lu~t Baove 
Ng~.ti'>'IThui 
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owr contlntllldo lgt qua 
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tpo@sanjoseca.gov & ellisact@sanjoseca.gov 

About You Ace rca de usted Thong Tin Ve B~n 
PRINT CLEARLY XJN VIET RO RANG 

Name Nombre T 

Email Email Dien-Thl!: 

check all that apply marque todo lo que xin ch()n nhii'ng m,.,.,M,r,n-.• mr1 

0 I live at an Apartment Rent Ordinace (ARO) apartment 
Vivo en un apartamento alquiler ordenanza. 
T<ll dang s6ng t<~i m¢t can ho tuan theo Lu3t Thu~ Chung C11. 

D I own or operate an (ARO) apartment 
Soy due no o opero un a partamento alq uiler ordenanza. 
~s6' hrtu ho~c nglfC:ti thue mQt can hQ tuan theo Luat Thue Chung C11. 

m am a member of the public. 
Soy un miembro del publico. 
Toi Iii m¢t th~nh vien trong c()ng aong. 
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Tol sO' hO'u ho~c ngltai thue mot can ho tufin theo Lu~t Thue Chung Clt. 

0 I am a member of the public. 
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0 I live at an Apartment Rent Ordinace (ARO) apartment 
Vivo en un apartamento alquiler ordenanza. 
Toi dang song tql mot can h(\ tuan theo lu~t Thue Chung Clt. 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Jenny Zhao < >
Sent: Wednesday, March 01, 2017 10:23 PM
To: EllisAct; The Office of Mayor Sam Liccardo; Jones, Chappie; Peralez, Raul; Carrasco, Magdalena; 

Nguyen, Tam; Rocha, Donald; District2; District4; District 6; District8; Khamis, Johnny
Subject: Comments to Ellis Act Draft Ordinance

Dear Housing Department,  

In last Apr, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ 
compromise, the council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent 
Control Ordinance.  

Responsible Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision, which is now being 
drafted as Ellis Act.  

The Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Test, which is what an 
owner should deserve after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after 
years. The city should respect hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners who serve the city 
with their hard working.  

“Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the 
council, thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill 
the redevelopment in the city, make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not 
prisoners!  

A good law is to protect all people and treat them equally. A bad law will make no one wants to be a 
property owner because who wants to be a prisoner? 

With regards, 

Jenny Zhao 

A San Jose resident and voter 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Jennifer Liu < >
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 7:31 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: San Jose Ellis Act

Dear Department of Housing, 
 
Under the Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the tenant prior to filing 
a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires us to know a full year in advance of our intent to utilize the Ellis 
Act, an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability of our buildings as this one year 
requirement would impact the subsequent owner. Instead we ask that you strike the requirement that good cause 
protection be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the property is served. 
 
In April, 2017, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance.  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ means test, which is what an owner 
should deserve after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
and respect hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
“Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, thus they 
shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the city, make 
San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is 
to protect all people and treat them equally. A bad law will make no one wants to be a property owner because who 
wants to be a prisoner? 
  
Sincerely, 
Property owner, Jennifer  
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Xunxiang Du < >
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 8:25 AM
To: EllisAct
Cc: EllisAct
Subject: San Jose Ellis Act

Dear Department of Housing， 

Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause 
protection to the tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full 
year in advance of our intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance 
would also hurt the resale ability of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent 
owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for 
one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the property is served. 

In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, 
the council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I 
don't understand why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected 
by your department at all?  

Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act. 

The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, which is what 
an owner should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The 
city should treat hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  

As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the 
council, thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the 
redevelopment in the city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners! 

A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a 
property owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
 
Sincerely, 
Property owner 

Get Outlook for Android 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Cha Credit >
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 8:32 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: San Jose Ellis Act

 
Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause 
protection to the tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full 
year in advance of our intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance 
would also hurt the resale ability of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent 
owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for 
one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ 
compromise, the council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control 
Ordinance. I don't understand why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not 
respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis 
Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, which is what an 
owner should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city 
should treat hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the 
council, thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the 
redevelopment in the city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a 
property owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
Susan Wang 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Guang Feng < >
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 8:31 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: EllisAct

 
Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause 
protection to the tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full 
year in advance of our intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance 
would also hurt the resale ability of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent 
owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for 
one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ 
compromise, the council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control 
Ordinance. I don't understand why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not 
respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis 
Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, which is what an 
owner should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city 
should treat hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the 
council, thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the 
redevelopment in the city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a 
property owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
 
 
发自 iPhone 版 Yahoo 邮箱 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From:
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 8:37 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: San Jose Ellis act

 

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our 
intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability 
of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, 
thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the 
city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Jim yan 
Rental property owner 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Xunxiang Du < >
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 8:37 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: San Jose Ellis Act

Dear Department of Housing， 

Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause 
protection to the tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full 
year in advance of our intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance 
would also hurt the resale ability of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent 
owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for 
one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the property is served. 

In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, 
the council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I 
don't understand why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected 
by your department at all? 

Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act. 

The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, which is what 
an owner should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The 
city should treat hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly. 

As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the 
council, thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the 
redevelopment in the city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners! 

A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a 
property owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
 
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Sue Kwong < >
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 8:40 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: Ellis Act 

 
 

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our 
intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability 
of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, 
thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the 
city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
 
Sue Kwong 



1

Nguyen, Viviane

From:
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 8:40 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: San Jose Ellis Act

Dear Department of Housing， 
 

 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just 
cause protection to the tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me 
to know a full year in advance of our intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable 
expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability of my property as this one year 
requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement that 
"good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ 
compromise, the council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent 
Control Ordinance. I don't understand why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city 
council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as 
Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, 
which is what an owner should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market 
years after years. The city should treat hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted 
by the council, thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage 
or kill the redevelopment in the city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property 
owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to 
stay as a property owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
 
Sincerely, 
Cheney 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: yanyan wang < >
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 8:40 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: San Jose Ellis Act

 
Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause 
protection to the tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full 
year in advance of our intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance 
would also hurt the resale ability of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent 
owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for 
one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ 
compromise, the council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control 
Ordinance. I don't understand why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not 
respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis 
Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, which is what an 
owner should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city 
should treat hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the 
council, thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the 
redevelopment in the city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a 
property owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
Julia Sisav 
--  
 
Thanks 
Best wishes 
Yanyan Wang 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: lala may >
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 8:41 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: San Jose Ellis Act

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause 
protection to the tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full 
year in advance of our intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance 
would also hurt the resale ability of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent 
owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for 
one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ 
compromise, the council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control 
Ordinance. I don't understand why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not 
respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis 
Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, which is what an 
owner should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city 
should treat hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the 
council, thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the 
redevelopment in the city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a 
property owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Daniel <f >
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 8:42 AM
To: EllisAct

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our 
intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability 
of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, 
thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the 
city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
 
Daniel M 
 
Property owner 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Anna Huang < >
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 8:43 AM
To: EllisAct

San Jose Ellis Act 
 

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our 
intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability 
of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, 
thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the 
city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Property owner Anna Huang 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Jun Chen >
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 8:44 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: San Jose Ellis Act

 

 

Dear Department of Housing， 

Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause 
protection to the tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full 
year in advance of our intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance 
would also hurt the resale ability of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent 
owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for 
one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the property is served. 

In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, 
the council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I 
don't understand why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected 
by your department at all?  

Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act. 

The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, which is what 
an owner should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The 
city should treat hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  

As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the 
council, thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the 
redevelopment in the city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners! 

A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a 
property owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
 
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: J. Q. < >
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 8:46 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: My concern about San Jose Ellis act

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause 
protection to the tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full 
year in advance of our intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance 
would also hurt the resale ability of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent 
owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for 
one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ 
compromise, the council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control 
Ordinance. I don't understand why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not 
respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis 
Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, which is what an 
owner should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city 
should treat hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the 
council, thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the 
redevelopment in the city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a 
property owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Ju Qiu  
 
The homeowner of , San Jose  
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Cindy Mei < >
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 8:49 AM
To: EllisAct

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our 
intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability 
of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, 
thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the 
city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
 
Cindy M 
 
Property owner 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Yongjun Zhang < >
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 8:50 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: Unreasonable expectation of Ellis Act

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our 
intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability 
of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, 
thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the 
city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
 
Yongjun Zhang 
 
 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: HB com>
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 8:58 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: Against Ellis act in San jose

Department of Housing， 
 
I am writing to comment against Ellis act.  
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ 
compromise, the council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control 
Ordinance. I don't understand why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not 
respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis 
Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, which is what an 
owner should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city 
should treat hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the 
council, thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the 
redevelopment in the city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Glen Qin < >
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 9:01 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: Ellis Act is not fair

 
Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause 
protection to the tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full 
year in advance of our intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance 
would also hurt the resale ability of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent 
owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for 
one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ 
compromise, the council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control 
Ordinance. I don't understand why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not 
respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act. 
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, which is what an 
owner should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city 
should treat hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the 
council, thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the 
redevelopment in the city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a 
property owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
 
Sincerely, 
Glen Qin 



1

Nguyen, Viviane

From:
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 9:04 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: San Jose Ellis Act

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our 
intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability 
of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, 
thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the 
city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Property owner ‐ Mary Li 
 

发自我的 iPhone 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Liang Wang < >
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 9:07 AM
To: EllisAct

 

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our 
intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability 
of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, 
thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the 
city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
 
Liang Wang 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Albert < >
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 9:12 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: San Jose Ellis Act

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our 
intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability 
of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, 
thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the 
city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
Albert 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Lily Xu < >
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 9:34 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: San Jose Ellis Act will kill San Jose property owners

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause 
protection to the tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full 
year in advance of our intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance 
would also hurt the resale ability of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent 
owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for 
one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ 
compromise, the council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control 
Ordinance. I don't understand why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not 
respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis 
Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, which is what an 
owner should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city 
should treat hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the 
council, thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the 
redevelopment in the city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a 
property owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
Lily Xu 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: JING >
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 9:45 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: San Jose Ellis Act

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the tenant prior to filing 
a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an 
unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability of my property as this one year requirement would impact the 
subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a 
notice to intent to withdraw the property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the council finally reached a 
consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand why this is brought up again? What is the 
reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, which is what an owner should have after 
subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat hundreds and thousands of mom and pop 
owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, thus they shall be 
eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the city, and make San Jose a rundown city 
in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property owner. Who wants to be 
a prisoner? Do you? 
 
Sincerely, 
Jing Cao 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Chunchi Ma < >
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 10:05 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: opinion about moficiation of EllisAct for SJ RC ordinance

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause 
protection to the tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full 
year in advance of our intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance 
would also hurt the resale ability of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent 
owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for 
one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ 
compromise, the council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control 
Ordinance. I don't understand why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not 
respected by your department at all? 
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act. 
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, which is what an 
owner should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city 
should treat hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly. 
 
As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the 
council, thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the 
redevelopment in the city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners! 
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a 
property owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Chunchi Ma 
small housing provider in bay area and local resident 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From:
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 10:25 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: San Jose Ellis Act

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our 
intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability 
of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, 
thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the 
city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
Yitong Chu  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Xiaojie Jane Dong <
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 10:17 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: Ellis Act

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our intent 
to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability of my 
property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement 
that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the property is 
served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, thus 
they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the city, and 
make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
 
Sincerely, 
Jane Dong 
Property owner 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Rebecca Chen < >
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 10:24 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: San Jose Ellis Act

 

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our 
intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability 
of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, 
thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the 
city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Zhuozi Ye < >
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 10:26 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: San Jose Ellis Act

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our 
intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability 
of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, 
thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the 
city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Meina Young < >
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 10:39 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: Protecting property rights protects housing supply

Dear Housing officials, 
 
A healthy housing market must protect owners' rights and promote flexibility of problem solving. Ellis Act 
ensures housing providers the right and freedom to quit their job at will like in any other profession; San Jose 
must protect that basic human right in order to promote a healthy housing supply.  
 
In general, the proposal as is now is one of the most unreasonable for property owners and one that will 
devastate the housing market. Below are only a small peak into the problems to come. 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause 
protection to the tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full 
year in advance of our intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance 
would also hurt the resale ability of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent 
owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for 
one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ 
compromise, the council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control 
Ordinance. I don't understand why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not 
respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis 
Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, which is what an 
owner should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city 
should treat hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the 
council, thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the 
redevelopment in the city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a 
property owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Meina Young 
Property owner 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Mary Shao < >
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 10:51 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: Big concerns for new Ellis Act Ordinance draft

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our 
intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability 
of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, 
thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the 
city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Mary S 
Property owner 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Dan Pan < >
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 10:53 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: Comments to Ellis Act

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our 
intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability 
of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, 
thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the 
city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
 
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
 
Dan Pan 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From:
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 10:55 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: Real concerns for new Ellis Act Ordinance draft

 
Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause 
protection to the tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full 
year in advance of our intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance 
would also hurt the resale ability of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent 
owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for 
one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ 
compromise, the council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control 
Ordinance. I don't understand why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not 
respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis 
Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, which is what an 
owner should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city 
should treat hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the 
council, thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the 
redevelopment in the city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a 
property owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Shawn 
Property owner 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Hongyu Li < >
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 11:10 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: San Jose Ellis Act

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our 
intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability 
of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, 
thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the 
city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
 
Hongyu Li 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Anna Liang 
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 11:19 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: Re: House

 
 

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our 
intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability 
of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, 
thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the 
city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Anna liang 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Denis Luo < >
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 11:37 AM
To: EllisAct

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause 
protection to the tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full 
year in advance of our intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance 
would also hurt the resale ability of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent 
owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for 
one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ 
compromise, the council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control 
Ordinance. I don't understand why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not 
respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis 
Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, which is what an 
owner should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city 
should treat hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the 
council, thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the 
redevelopment in the city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a 
property owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
 
Denis Luo 
 
Property owner 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: taimei yeh < >
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 12:04 PM
To: EllisAct
Subject: San Jose Ellis Act

 
 

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our 
intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability 
of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, 
thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the 
city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Tai Y 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Li Hao < >
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 12:11 PM
To: EllisAct
Subject: About San Jose Ellis Act

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
My name is Lee Hao, a property owner in San Jose. Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required 
to provide one year of just cause protection to the tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision 
requires me to know a full year in advance of our intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. 
This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability of my property as this one year requirement would impact the 
subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants 
for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, 
thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the 
city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Lee Hao 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Sihai Qian < >
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 12:17 PM
To: EllisAct
Subject: San Jose Ellis Act

Dear there: 
 
 
 
Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause 
protection to the tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full 
year in advance of our intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance 
would also hurt the resale ability of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent 
owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for 
one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ 
compromise, the council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control 
Ordinance. I don't understand why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not 
respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis 
Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, which is what an 
owner should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city 
should treat hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the 
council, thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the 
redevelopment in the city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a 
property owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Gary Qian, a San Jose citizen 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
On Feb 23, 2017, at 6:09 PM, Jacky Morales-Ferrand, Director of Housing <maria.haase@sanjoseca.gov> 
wrote: 
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February 23, 2017 
 

  
 
Dear Valued Community Members and Partners: 
  
I wanted to remind you of the upcoming Housing and Community Development Commission 
meeting on Thursday, March 2.  Commission members will hear a presentation on the Ellis 
Act Ordinance and Tenant Protection Ordinance and take public comment.   
  
The meeting is scheduled as follows:  

  
Housing & Community Development Commission 

Thursday, March 2, 2017 -- 5:45pm 
City Hall Wing Rooms 118-120 

200 E. Santa Clara Street, San José 
Underground parking provided. Enter on 6th Street. 

  
If you have general questions regarding this process, please contact Rachel VanderVeen 
at 408-535-8321 or rachel.vanderveen@sanjoseca.gov.  
  
To request an accommodation for this meeting or an alternative format for any related 
printed materials, please contact Sara Wright at 408-975-4454 
or sara.wright@sanjoseca.gov or 408-294-9337 (TTY) as soon as possible, but at least 
three business days before the meeting. 
  
Sincerely,    
  
Jacky Morales-Ferrand 
Director, Housing Department 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Zhongjun Ma <
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 12:24 PM
To: EllisAct
Subject: San Jose Ellis Act

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our 
intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability 
of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, 
thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the 
city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
John Ma 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Sihai Qian 
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 12:17 PM
To: EllisAct
Subject: San Jose Ellis Act

Dear there: 
 
 
 
Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause 
protection to the tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full 
year in advance of our intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance 
would also hurt the resale ability of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent 
owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for 
one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ 
compromise, the council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control 
Ordinance. I don't understand why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not 
respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis 
Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, which is what an 
owner should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city 
should treat hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the 
council, thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the 
redevelopment in the city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a 
property owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Gary Qian, a San Jose citizen 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
On Feb 23, 2017, at 6:09 PM, Jacky Morales-Ferrand, Director of Housing <maria.haase@sanjoseca.gov> 
wrote: 
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February 23, 2017 
 

  
 
Dear Valued Community Members and Partners: 
  
I wanted to remind you of the upcoming Housing and Community Development Commission 
meeting on Thursday, March 2.  Commission members will hear a presentation on the Ellis 
Act Ordinance and Tenant Protection Ordinance and take public comment.   
  
The meeting is scheduled as follows:  

  
Housing & Community Development Commission 

Thursday, March 2, 2017 -- 5:45pm 
City Hall Wing Rooms 118-120 

200 E. Santa Clara Street, San José 
Underground parking provided. Enter on 6th Street. 

  
If you have general questions regarding this process, please contact Rachel VanderVeen 
at 408-535-8321 or rachel.vanderveen@sanjoseca.gov.  
  
To request an accommodation for this meeting or an alternative format for any related 
printed materials, please contact Sara Wright at 408-975-4454 
or sara.wright@sanjoseca.gov or 408-294-9337 (TTY) as soon as possible, but at least 
three business days before the meeting. 
  
Sincerely,    
  
Jacky Morales-Ferrand 
Director, Housing Department 
  
  

 



City of San Jose Housing Dept., 200 East Santa Clara Street, San Jose, CA 95113 

SafeUnsubscribe TM sihaigian@sbcgloba I. net 

Forward email I Update Profile I About our service provider 

Sent by maria.haase@sanjoseca.gov in collaboration with 

.. ,.-
Try it free today 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Kevin Xiao 
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 12:50 PM
To: EllisAct
Subject: NO on San Jose Ellis Act

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just 
cause protection to the tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me 
to know a full year in advance of our intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable 
expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability of my property as this one year 
requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement that 
"good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ 
compromise, the council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent 
Control Ordinance. I don't understand why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city 
council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as 
Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, 
which is what an owner should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market 
years after years. The city should treat hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted 
by the council, thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage 
or kill the redevelopment in the city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property 
owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to 
stay as a property owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
 
Sincerely, 
Property owner 



1

Nguyen, Viviane

From:
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 12:53 PM
To: EllisAct
Subject: I against Ellis Act draft

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our 
intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability 
of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, 
thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the 
city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
 
 



1

Nguyen, Viviane

From: Ji Yang 
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 12:53 PM
To: EllisAct
Subject: San Jose Ellis Act

 

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our 
intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability 
of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, 
thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the 
city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
 
Ji 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Wei Wang 
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 12:55 PM
To: EllisAct
Subject: Against Ellis Act draft

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our 
intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability 
of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, 
thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the 
city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Xinjie Shi 
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 2:01 PM
To: EllisAct
Subject: Oppose Ellis Act

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the tenant prior to 
filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is 
really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability of my property as this one year requirement would 
impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for 
one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the council finally 
reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand why this is brought up 
again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, which is what an owner should have 
after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat hundreds and thousands of 
mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, thus they shall be 
eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the city, and make San Jose a rundown 
city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property owner. Who 
wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
 
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: xlu@apple.com on behalf of xiangwen lu 
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 2:56 PM
To: EllisAct
Subject: Please listen to the people

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our 
intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability 
of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
Any law shall encourage the supply of rents, not to reduce the supply of the rent. If the supply is reduce (which no one 
wants to be a landlord), the society shall be hurt (both the renters and the landlords). 
 
 
Please act reasonably and not just based on the intension. Good intention can hurt all if not act correctly. 
 
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, 
thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the 
city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
 
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
 
Owen Lu 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: qin liu 
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 4:07 PM
To: EllisAct
Subject: San Jose Ellis Act

 

 

Dear Department of Housing， 

 

Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause 

protection to the tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a 

full year in advance of our intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This 

ordinance would also hurt the resale ability of my property as this one year requirement would impact the 

subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement that "good cause protection" be provided 

to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the property is served. 

 

In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ 

compromise, the council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent 

Control Ordinance. I don't understand why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's 

decision is not respected by your department at all?  

 

Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis 

Act.  

 

The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, which is 

what an owner should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after 

years. The city should treat hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  

 

As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by 

the council, thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the 

redevelopment in the city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not 

prisoners!  

 

A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as 

a property owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 

 

Sincerely, 

Property owner 

Nancy Liu  
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Jun Lu (Jim) 
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 7:53 PM
To: EllisAct
Subject: Rent Control 

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our 
intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability 
of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, 
thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the 
city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
Shufang Tian 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Karen Xiong 
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 8:29 PM
To: EllisAct
Subject: Please say NO to AB1506 !!!

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our intent 
to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability of my 
property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement 
that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the property is 
served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, thus 
they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the city, and 
make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
 
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From:
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 9:04 PM
To: EllisAct
Subject: San Jose Ellis Act

To Whom It May Concern， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our 
intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability 
of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, 
thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the 
city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
 
Wendy 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: c
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 9:40 PM
To: EllisAct
Subject: San Jose Ellis Act

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our 
intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability 
of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, 
thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the 
city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Wen 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Karen Xiong < >
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 9:45 PM
To: EllisAct
Subject: Wrong Ellis Act

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our intent 
to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability of my 
property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement 
that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the property is 
served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, thus 
they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the city, and 
make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
 
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Shengde Yuan >
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 9:46 PM
To: EllisAct
Subject: Opinion on Ellis Act under drafting

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the tenant prior to 
filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our intent to utilize the Ellis Act. 
This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability of my property as this one year 
requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement that "good cause protection" be 
provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the council finally 
reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand why this is brought up 
again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, which is what an owner should have 
after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat hundreds and thousands of 
mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, thus they shall 
be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the city, and make San Jose a 
rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property owner. Who 
wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
 
Property owner George 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Karen Xiong 
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 9:46 PM
To: EllisAct
Subject: Please stop wrong Act

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our intent 
to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability of my 
property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement 
that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the property is 
served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, thus 
they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the city, and 
make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
 
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Susan Yang 
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 9:46 PM
To: EllisAct
Subject: San Jose Ellis Act

Dear Department of Housing 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our 
intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability 
of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, 
thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the 
city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
Susan Yang  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Suying Yang 
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 9:49 PM
To: EllisAct
Subject: San Jose Ellis Act

 

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our 
intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability 
of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, 
thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the 
city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Sarahxyluo 
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 9:55 PM
To: EllisAct
Subject: San Jose Ellis Act

 

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our 
intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability 
of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, 
thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the 
city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From:
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 9:55 PM
To: EllisAct
Subject: San Jose Ellis Act

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our 
intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability 
of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, 
thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the 
city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Richard Chou 
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 10:02 PM
To: EllisAct
Subject: Against San Jose Ellis Act!

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause 
protection to the tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full 
year in advance of our intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance 
would also hurt the resale ability of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent 
owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for 
one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, 
the council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I 
don't understand why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected 
by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act. 
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, which is what 
an owner should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The 
city should treat hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the 
council, thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the 
redevelopment in the city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners! 
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a 
property owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Richard Chou 
San Jose Property owner 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Anne Rabbit 
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 10:03 PM
To: EllisAct
Subject: San Jose Ellis Act

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the tenant prior to filing 
a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an 
unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability of my property as this one year requirement would impact the 
subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a 
notice to intent to withdraw the property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the council finally reached a 
consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand why this is brought up again? What is the 
reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, which is what an owner should have after 
subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat hundreds and thousands of mom and pop 
owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, thus they shall be 
eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the city, and make San Jose a rundown city 
in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property owner. Who wants to be 
a prisoner? Do you? 
 
Sincerely, 
Property owner 

Anne Xia 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Qi Hu 
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 10:10 PM
To: EllisAct

 
 

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our 
intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability 
of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, 
thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the 
city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Baohong Shao 
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 10:10 PM
To: EllisAct
Subject: Against Ellis Act Ordinance draft

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just 
cause protection to the tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me 
to know a full year in advance of our intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable 
expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability of my property as this one year 
requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement that 
"good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ 
compromise, the council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent 
Control Ordinance. I don't understand why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city 
council's decision is not respected by your department at all? 
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as 
Ellis Act. 
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, 
which is what an owner should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market 
years after years. The city should treat hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly. 
 
As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted 
by the council, thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage 
or kill the redevelopment in the city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property 
owners are not prisoners! 
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to 
stay as a property owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
 
Sincerely, 
Steven 
Property owner 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Jianmin Li 
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 10:15 PM
To: EllisAct
Subject: NO on San Jose Ellis Act

 
  
Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one 
year of just cause protection to the tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. 
This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our intent to utilize the Ellis 
Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale 
ability of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner 
too...I urge you to strike down the requirement that "good cause protection" be 
provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the property is 
served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and 
all parties’ compromise, the council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key 
factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand why this is brought up 
again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your 
department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now 
being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means 
Tested, which is what an owner should have after subsidy the society by keeping the 
rents below the market years after years. The city should treat hundreds and thousands 
of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been 
mentioned nor voted by the council, thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the 
ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the city, and make San 
Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no 
one want to stay as a property owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
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Sincerely, Yours 
Jianmin Li   3/2/2017 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Lai Lai < >
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 10:17 PM
To: EllisAct
Subject: No on Good Cause Protection

 
Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our intent 
to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability of my 
property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, thus 
they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the city, and 
make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: shawn lin 
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 10:14 PM
To: EllisAct
Subject: Against Ellis Act Ordinance draft

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our intent to 
utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability of my 
property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement 
that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all? 
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act. 
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly. 
 
As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, thus 
they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the city, and 
make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners! 
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
 
Sincerely, 
Mr. Lin 
Property owner 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Kriiistn 
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 10:23 PM
To: EllisAct
Subject: EllisAct

 
 
 
 

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our 
intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability 
of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, 
thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the 
city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
Kristin 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Yajun Liu >
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 10:33 PM
To: EllisAct
Subject: Stop AB1506

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the tenant prior to filing 
a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an 
unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability of my property as this one year requirement would impact the 
subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a 
notice to intent to withdraw the property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the council finally reached a 
consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand why this is brought up again? What is the 
reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all? 
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act. 
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, which is what an owner should have after 
subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat hundreds and thousands of mom and pop 
owners fairly. 
 
As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, thus they shall be 
eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the city, and make San Jose a rundown city 
in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners! 
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property owner. Who wants to be 
a prisoner? Do you? 
 
Sincerely, 
Property owner 



1

Nguyen, Viviane

From: Ping Zhou >
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 10:33 PM
To: EllisAct
Subject: San Jose Ellis Act

 

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our 
intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability 
of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, 
thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the 
city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
 
Ping 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Eric Qu < >
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 10:35 PM
To: EllisAct
Subject: About Ellis Act

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our 
intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability 
of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, 
thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the 
city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Eric 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Jeff Zell 
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 3:09 PM
To: TPO
Subject: Ellis and TPS

Hi, 
 
Quick note to say that I’m in favor of the Ellis Act – make it as high as possible, say $1M or $2M. Units are usually 
removed from the market to be developed into more units, so if supply can’t be increased due to the Ellis Act, rents will 
keep increasing, which is exactly what I want. Thanks for making the punishment as high as possible. 
 
Our units are updated and code compliant when rented. If it wasn’t for the tenants, they’d always be code compliant, so 
if you can ask the tenants to treat the units reasonably and stop doing stupid crap to create code violations, I’d 
appreciate it. And the TPO should have a provision in there for tenant created code violations, like pulling down smoke 
detectors, which is huge problem and happens frequently. 
 
Jeff 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Yanbo Zhang < >
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 10:56 PM
To: EllisAct
Subject: No Ellis Act

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause 
protection to the tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full 
year in advance of our intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance 
would also hurt the resale ability of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent 
owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for 
one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ 
compromise, the council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control 
Ordinance. I don't understand why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not 
respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis 
Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, which is what an 
owner should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city 
should treat hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the 
council, thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the 
redevelopment in the city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a 
property owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
 
Abele Zhang  
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Duli Mao < >
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 10:56 PM
To: EllisAct
Subject: Ellis Act feedback

Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our 
intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability 
of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too.  I urge you to remove the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of small housing providers fairly.  
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, 
thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the 
city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. This is bad for everyone, including all homeowners, tenants, and 
the city government! 
  
Sincerely, 
Duli Mao 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Cindy Zhang < >
Sent: Friday, March 03, 2017 12:38 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: AB1506

Dear Department of Housing， 

Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause 
protection to the tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full 
year in advance of our intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance 
would also hurt the resale ability of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent 
owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for 
one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the property is served. 

In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ 
compromise, the council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control 
Ordinance. I don't understand why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not 
respected by your department at all?  

Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act. 

The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, which is what an 
owner should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city 
should treat hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  

As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the 
council, thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the 
redevelopment in the city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  

A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a 
property owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
 
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Morris Si < >
Sent: Friday, March 03, 2017 1:12 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: San Jose Ellis Act

 

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just 
cause protection to the tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision 
requires me to know a full year in advance of our intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an 
unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability of my property as this 
one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to 
intent to withdraw the property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all 
parties’ compromise, the council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of 
the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand why this is brought up again? What is the 
reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being 
drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, 
which is what an owner should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the 
market years after years. The city should treat hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners 
fairly.  
 
As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor 
voted by the council, thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely 
discourage or kill the redevelopment in the city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. 
Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want 
to stay as a property owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Morris Si < >
Sent: Friday, March 03, 2017 1:10 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: San Jose Ellis Act

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause 
protection to the tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full 
year in advance of our intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance 
would also hurt the resale ability of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent 
owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for 
one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ 
compromise, the council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control 
Ordinance. I don't understand why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not 
respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis 
Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, which is what an 
owner should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city 
should treat hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the 
council, thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the 
redevelopment in the city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a 
property owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Leon Xiao com>
Sent: Friday, March 03, 2017 1:15 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: San Jose Ellis Act

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause 
protection to the tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full 
year in advance of our intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance 
would also hurt the resale ability of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent 
owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for 
one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ 
compromise, the council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control 
Ordinance. I don't understand why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not 
respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis 
Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, which is what an 
owner should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city 
should treat hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the 
council, thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the 
redevelopment in the city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a 
property owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
 
Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Mona < >
Sent: Friday, March 03, 2017 1:39 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: Against Ellis Act!!!!

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause 
protection to the tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full 
year in advance of our intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance 
would also hurt the resale ability of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent 
owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for 
one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ 
compromise, the council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control 
Ordinance. I don't understand why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not 
respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act. 
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, which is what an 
owner should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city 
should treat hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the 
council, thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the 
redevelopment in the city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a 
property owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
 
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
 
 
Sent via the Samsung GALAXY S® 5, an AT&T 4G LTE smartphone 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Anna Ling < >
Sent: Friday, March 03, 2017 2:08 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: San Jose Ellis Act

Dear Department of Housing， 

 

Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause 
protection to the tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full 
year in advance of our intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance 
would also hurt the resale ability of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent 
owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for 
one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the property is served. 

 

In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ 
compromise, the council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control 
Ordinance. I don't understand why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not 
respected by your department at all?  

 

Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis 
Act.  

 

The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, which is what an 
owner should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city 
should treat hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  

 

As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the 
council, thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the 
redevelopment in the city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  

A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a 
property owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 

  

Sincerely, 
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Property owner Anna Ling  
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: James Hsu com>
Sent: Friday, March 03, 2017 6:32 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: EllisAct

 
 
Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause 
protection to the tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full 
year in advance of our intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance 
would also hurt the resale ability of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent 
owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for 
one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ 
compromise, the council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control 
Ordinance. I don't understand why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not 
respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis 
Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, which is what an 
owner should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city 
should treat hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the 
council, thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the 
redevelopment in the city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a 
property owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Property owner 



1

Nguyen, Viviane

From: Jason Zhou <
Sent: Friday, March 03, 2017 6:45 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: San Jose Ellis Act

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our 
intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability 
of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, 
thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the 
city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
 
Jason Zhou 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Jason Zhou com>
Sent: Friday, March 03, 2017 6:47 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: San Jose Ellis Act

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our 
intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability 
of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, 
thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the 
city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Jason Zhou 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: audrey ha < >
Sent: Friday, March 03, 2017 7:53 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: Ellis Act

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our intent 
to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability of my 
property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement 
that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the property is 
served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, thus 
they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the city, and 
make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
 
Sincerely, 
Audrey Ha 
Property owner 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Gmail com>
Sent: Friday, March 03, 2017 8:24 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: I am against the TPO provisions

 
 

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our 
intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability 
of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, 
thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the 
city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Jim Chien 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Na Yang < >
Sent: Friday, March 03, 2017 8:25 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: Anti Ellis Act

 
 

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our 
intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability 
of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, 
thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the 
city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Na Yang‐ a property owner 
 
 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Chung Wu >
Sent: Sunday, March 05, 2017 7:51 PM
To: TPO; EllisAct
Subject: Ellis Act and TPO Feedback
Attachments: Ellis Draft Recommendations - Final Release 1.18.17 (Annotated).pdf; TPO Draft Recommendations - 

Final Release 1.18.17 (Annotated).pdf

To San Jose City Staff, 
 
I am writing to share my input on the draft San Jose’s Ellis Act and Tenant Protection Ordinances.  While the ordinances 
were drafted with good intentions, there are specific items that carry unintended consequences and exacerbates already 
challenging housing market conditions, as they create a hostile regulatory environment for housing providers that will lead 
to reduced rental housing supply. 
 
A summary of my key concerns include: 

 Overly broad definitions of tenants, which eliminate housing providers ability to ensure only qualified tenants 
stay at our properties and creates all kinds of problems. 

 Imprecise Material Code Violation (MCV) definitions and reporting process for MCV and state/federal fair 
housing laws open up opportunities for significant abuses. 

 Severe impacts on small housing providers, who are less well financed and have less ability to weather the 
negative impacts of these ordinances. 

 
In a recent survey carried out with 144 Bay Area Housing Network (BAHN) members, who are predominantly small 
mom-and-pop housing providers, over 60% indicated that given a more hostile regulatory environment, they will reduce 
their investment or consider selling their properties altogether.  Another 23% indicated that they definitely will sell their 
properties.  Many of these properties will end up leaving the rental market when they are sold. 
 
Small housing providers make up a significant and important part of the San Jose rental housing supply.  Criminalizing 
them, increasing costs for them, and creating risks and uncertainties for them not only is unfair, it will force these housing 
providers to exit the rental housing business, reducing rental housing supply, and making housing market condition worst 
for everyone.  This is the last thing that we want to happen.  Please consider the input of housing providers and revise 
these ordinances to make their more balanced and fair for everyone. 
 
Chung Wu 
Small Housing Provider 
 
p.s.: Please see more specific concerns about the ordinance below, as well as inline comments in the attached ordinance 
documents (blue text). 
 
--------------------- 
 
Imbalance between supply and demand is the root cause of our challenging housing market conditions.  The only 
sustainable way that we can address the problem is to increase supply, and private funding makes up most of the resources 
that our city has available to increase housing supply.  Our housing providers in BAHN are discouraged from investing to 
provide housing in the San Jose market because of the hostile environment that these two ordinances create, which 
increase costs, risks and uncertainties for us to provide our service in the San Jose market.  Specifically: 
 
The definition of who is a protected tenant (TPO 17.23.1010(Q), Ellis Act 17.23.920(K)) is overly broad.  Under the 
definitions, “subtenant, . . . sublessee, . . . or any other person” can become a tenant just by sufferance, even without 
property owner permission.  Furthermore, good cause eviction is not applicable (17.23.1030(B)(2)(b)(ii)) against 
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dependent/foster child, spouse, domestic partner, parent, brother and sister of a tenant even when these people did not get 
permission by property owner to stay at the property.  This is totally against sub-leasing rule in most rental contracts.  As 
property owners and housing providers, in order to increase the likelihood that rent gets paid, and questionable people do 
not live at our properties and endanger neighbors, we need to have control over who becomes our tenant.  Under the 
current measure, a violent criminal can become our tenant at our property and we have no way of preventing that, and 
these people will be protected by the TPO and Ellis Act, making it extra difficult to remove them also.  A tenant needs to 
be defined strictly as the individuals who are formally included in written lease agreement to live at the property. 
 
Another problematic element of the TPO is that Material Code Violations (MCV) are vaguely defined in Attachment B 
and will lead to all sorts of abuse and litigation.  The process for reporting MCV is also problematic.  A tenant can 
literally create a MCV by doing something as simple as kicking a hole in the wall, or spray painting graffiti on the wall, 
reporting the problem to city code enforcement, and gain instant Limited Term Enrollment (LTE) protection (TPO 
17.23.1020(C)(1)).  While the proposed ordinance does contain provision for housing provider to appeal a claim (TPO 
17.23.1025), it is practically impossible to collect evidence that tenant deliberately create the MCV.  By then it is too late 
anyway, as LTE is already in effect.  Worst yet, a tenant can abuse the system by creating MCV, and continue to generate 
new MCV.  In this case, even if the tenant stops paying rent or create other problems that would qualify for good cause 
eviction, eviction cannot be done as MCV is in effect (TPO 17.23.1030).  A better system that prevents the above abuses 
would require the tenant to demonstrate that good faith attempts have been made with housing provider to address a 
potential MCV before the tenant is allowed to report such a problem.   
 
The same abuse also exists for federal/state fair housing law complaints and lawsuits.  A tenant can file a frivolous fair 
housing law complaint and lawsuit and cause LTE to become effective.  There should be a review process to examine the 
validity of the claims first. 
 
If we believe that tenants would never abuse the system, consider the following.  In our survey of BAHN members, we 
asked the problematic tenant behaviors that our members have encountered.  Here are some of the responses: 

 “They turned on the hot water many hours when they are not happy at me. [I paid for their hot water].” 
 “Tenent got divorced and stop paying rent. Also rent rooms to other parties.  House was left in bad condition with 

large furniture left behind.” 
 “Person who rented property used false documents and had no intention of moving in. Gave possession to a 

family member who ultimately had to be evicted at a cost of approximately $7,500.00. Of course occupant had no 
legal cost. Could have made many improvements to the property but will have to wait now.” 

 “Repeated late payments and finally no rent payment. By the time I went through court and got him evicted, he 
already owed three months of rent and still won't move out on his own. I had to call the Sharif to kick them off. 
The unit was heavily damaged and I had to pack up his things. He also had others unauthorized people with him 
and it took another month before he finally came and pick up his things. I had spent $2K + in legal fees and over 
$15K in repair on top of loss of rent for over six months.” 

 “All sorts of violations of leases, criminal activities. Took 5 yrs still there. Tenants just use free lawyers and ask 
their church protest in front of the house so no sherif wants to go there to evict even the judge ordered them to 
leave” 

 
These are not isolated incidents.  93% of our members have encountered problems with their tenants in one form or 
another over time.  19% of our members have had tenants who committed criminal activities at their properties, and 25% 
have been personally harassed or attacked by their tenants.  The ordinances as they are written are unbalanced and overly 
favor tenants.  In fact, Ellis Act 17.23.955 said “It is presumed that the Owner’s termination of a tenancy without cause 
during the 12 month period is an action in bad faith intended to avoid the requirements of this Part, to the detriment of the 
affected Tenants and the health and welfare of the City.”  The ordinance is literally written to presume guilt on the part of 
housing providers.  This is unfair to housing providers and in total violation of due process that our system of law is based 
on. 
 
The proposed ordinances are especially problematic for small mom-and-pop housing providers.  Relocation assistance 
easily equates more than half a year’s worth of actual rent that our members are collecting, creating undue financial 
hardships, even in cases when housing providers are forced to remove tenants due to the need to rebuild/repair after a 
natural disaster, such as the recent flood that hit San Jose.  The ability for tenants to abuse the system and prevent eviction 
will also bankrupt small housing providers.  Lastly, criminal penalty (Ellis Act 17.23.990(B)) is especially problematic for 
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small housing providers.  The ordinance, with its numerous provisions and interdependencies with other complex state 
laws, creates all sorts of traps that these small housing providers can land onto, which create undue risks for criminal 
offense and jail time. 
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Purpose of this Document 
 
The purpose of this document is to provide draft recommendations for public review regarding the 
proposed San Jose Ellis Act Ordinance (Ellis Act Ordinance), as directed by the City Council on May 10, 
2016. This draft ordinance was released on January 18, 2017 and are available for a 45-day public 
comment period. Written comments are due to City staff by March 3, 2017. 
 
Background 
 
The State Ellis Act (California Government Code sections 7060-7060.7) provides owners of properties 
with rent stabilized buildings the right to permanently remove those buildings from the residential market in 
order to use the buildings or property for a different use. State law also allows cities with rent stabilization 
ordinances to adopt legislation to regulate the removal of such buildings from the market. The local 
ordinance may include provisions such as requiring the property owner to provide relocation benefits, 
requiring that buildings that are removed are subject to re-control for five years, and a right of tenants to 
return if the buildings are returned to the rental market within ten years. 
 
On May 10, 2016 the City Council directed staff to develop a local Ellis Act Ordinance to address the 
removal of rent stabilized properties from the rental market. A local Ellis Act Ordinance creates a 
standardized and formalized process for issuing notices, providing relocation benefits, and creating some 
protections for tenants when a rent stabilized property owner makes the financial decision to remove their 
property from the rental housing business. 
 
The draft Ellis Act Ordinance does not prevent a property from being removed from the residential rental 
market. It will regulate removal of the rent stabilized buildings, including requiring relocation benefits and 
subjecting buildings that are removed are subject to re-control for five years, and providing tenants a right of 
return if the buildings are returned to the rental market within ten years. In California, all seven (7) cities with 
active rent stabilization programs have local Ellis ordinances. These ordinances work in concert with the 
municipality’s rent stabilization and eviction protections by ensuring that tenants are not displaced prior to 
the filing of an Ellis petition as a way to avoid paying relocation benefits. All other cities with an Ellis Act also 
have a Just/Good Cause for eviction ordinance that includes the Ellis Act as a no-fault cause for termination 
of tenancy, and provides relocation benefits to impacted tenants. 
 
Without a local Ellis Act Ordinance, tenants could be displaced without benefits and the City could 
experience a significant loss of affordable housing stock as developers demolish rent stabilized buildings. 
Any conditions on demolition or removal of a building from the rental market would be dependent on the 
owners need for a discretionary land use approval and that approval being considered while tenants still 
occupy the building and attend hearings to request mitigation when the project conditions are imposed. 
 
Integration with Other Regulations 
 
It is important to note that without a local Good Cause for Eviction Ordinance there may be circumstances 
when Owners use the no-cause noticing periods created under the Apartment Rent Ordinance to lawfully 
terminate the tenancy of households prior to filing an Ellis Act petition as a way to avoid paying relocation 
fees for that household. This draft ordinance attempts to remove the financial incentive for an owner to 
prematurely give a no-cause notice to vacate ahead of filing a Notice of Intent to Withdraw, but it may not be 
as effective as providing good cause protections. 
 
  



Process to Date 
 
Staff met with a wide range of stakeholders while developing the proposed Ellis Act ordinance. With the 
assistance of the California Apartment Association and the Rental Rights Coalition the Department met 
with Property owners and Managers of small properties, large properties, and a variety of Tenants and 
tenant advocates on multiple occasions. The Department also hosted three public meetings on the 
proposed ordinance. Staff was invited to attend four additional meetings hosted by stakeholders. 
 
Public Meetings: 
 
November 7 th – Cypress Community Center 
November 14 th – San Jose City Hall 
November 16 th – Bascom Community Center 
 
December 5 th – Housing & Community Development Commission 
 
Stakeholder Meetings – Invited By: 
 
November 30 th – Santee Tenants 
December 4 th – Small Property Owners 
December 13 th – Sacred Heart Community Service 
 
December 19 th – Reserve Apartment Tenants 
 
 
 
  



Chapter 17.23 Part 9 ELLIS ACT ORDINANCE: 
RELOCATION, RIGHT TO RETURN, AND OTHER 
BENEFITS TO TENANTS OF CERTAIN DWELLING 
UNITS EXCLUDING MOBILEHOMES AND 
 

MOBILEHOME PARKS 
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17.23.945 Recording of Memorandum. 
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PART 9. ELLIS ACT ORDINANCE 
 
17.23.900 Title. 
 
This Part shall be known as the “Ellis Act Ordinance.” 
 
17.23.910 Policy and purposes declaration. 
 
A. Owners of residential rental property are entitled to certain rights under California 
Government Code sections 7060 – 7060.7 (the “Ellis Act”). The purposes of this Part 9 are to: 
(1) set forth the City's requirements for withdrawal of a building containing covered residential 
rental units from the residential rental market in accordance with the Ellis Act; and (2) mitigate 
any adverse impact on persons displaced by that withdrawal through the provision of relocation 
assistance. This Part 9 complements existing state regulation of the landlord-tenant relationship 
and is intended to provide tenants with the maximum protections under the Ellis Act and to 
support the City's Apartment Rent Ordinance. This Part 9 does not supersede any state law, or 
grant or deny any entitlement to the use of real property. The rights and obligations created by 
this Part 9 for owners of residential rental property and tenants are created pursuant to the City's 
general police powers to protect the health, welfare, and safety of its residents and are in 
addition to any rights and obligations under state and federal law and are being adopted pursuant 
to the provisions of the Ellis Act. 
 



B. The Ellis Act broadly regulates how property owners may remove any tenants from 
residential rental units in order for the property owner to withdraw all units in a building from 
the residential rental market. The sequence of events to remove a tenant, withdraw a building,               
and subsequent regulation of the property is summarized in the table below. The table below is                
provided for information purposes. The provisions of the Ellis Act and this Part shall govern. 
 

 

 

Summary of State & Local Ellis Act Removal Provisions 

# r r true me A .. ctlvttv or E t ven ttatwns 
Notice oflntent to Withdraw ("Withdrawal Notice") 

Gov. §7060.5 
is provided to Tenants (if any) Base Assistance 

1 
payment is deposited into Escrow; Filing Fee is paid 

SJMC §17.23.940 

to City 
SJMC § 17.23.950 

Within 10 Days 
A copy of the Withdrawal Notice is delivered to the Gov. §7060.4 

2 of delivery of 
Director SJMC §17.23.940 

Notice to Tenants 
Within 30 Days 

Gov. §7060.4 
3 of delivery of An Information Summary is delivered to the City 

SJMC §17.23.940 
Notice to Tenants 
Within 10 Days Owner must record summary memorandum 

Gov. §7060.3 - .4 
4 of delivery of encumbering the property for 10 years within ten 

SJMC §17.23.945 
Notice to City (1 0) days and before sale or transfer to another party 
Within 60 Days 

Owner deliver a conformed copy of the recorded 
5 of delivery of 

summary memorandum to City 
SJMC § 17.23.945 

Notice to City 

120 Days from 
Earliest* effective date of withdrawal of a building 

6 delivery of 
from the residential rental market ("Withdrawal"); Gov. §7060.4 

Notice to the City 
or SJMC §17.23.960 
Earliest date to provide tenant 3-day notice to quit. 

1 Year from 
Earliest effective date of Withdrawal if Tenant Gov. §7060.4 

7 delivery of 
Notice to the City 

Household includes an elderly or disabled person. SJMC §17.23.960 

Owner must notify City and former Tenants of 

8 
Within 2 Years intent to return unit to residential rental market; and Gov. §7060.2 
of Withdrawal Tenant displaced by Withdrawal has right to return SJMC §17.23.970 

to the unit under the original lease tern1s** 
Owner must notify City of intent to return unit to 
residential rental market; 
Tenant displaced by Withdrawal has right to return 
to the unit; 

9 
Within 5 Years Rent Stabilized Unit returned to market after Gov. §7060.2 
of Withdrawal Withdrawal remains subject to City Apartment Rent SJMC §17.23.970 

Ordinance; and 
Any newly constructed unit on site of Rent 
Stabilized Unit that is placed in residential rental 
market is subject to Apartment Rent Ordinance 



 

Owner must notify City of intent to return unit to 

10 
Within 10 Years residential rental market; and Gov. §7060.2 
of Withdrawal Tenant displaced by Withdrawal of unit has right to SJMC § 17.23.970 

return to the unit 
*Earliest effective Withdrawal date for certain tenant households with minors in school may be 
extended to sixty days after the conclusion of the scholastic year. (SJMC §17.23.960.) 
**The right to return to a unit under the original lease terms applies to all tenancies created after 
December 31, 2002; different rules apply for tenancies commenced prior to that date. (Gov. 
§7060.2(e).) 



17.23.920 Definitions. 
 
In addition to the definitions provided in Title 17, Chapter 23, Part 2, for purposes of this 
Part 9 the following terms are defined as follows: 
 
A. “Base Assistance” means that portion of the Relocation Assistance provided to all            
Tenant Households to mitigate any adverse impact on persons displaced from a Covered Unit              
due to the withdrawal of a building containing the Covered Unit from the residential rental               
market. 
 
B. “Catastrophically Ill” means having a severe illness requiring prolonged         
hospitalization or recovery as certified by a physician. 
 
What is the definition of a severe illness? For example, if I have chronic allergy that                
prevents me from going to work from time to time, would that be considered severe illness? 
 
What is the definition of prolonged recovery?  Is it 1 week, 2 weeks, 1 month, 3 months? 
 
 
C. “Covered Unit” means all of the following: 
 

1. Rent Stabilized Units, as defined in Section 17.23.930(G). 
 

2. All residential rental dwelling units in a building that contains a residential rental 
dwelling unit that would be a Rent Stabilized Unit but is temporarily exempt under 
Section 17.23.150(C) because the unit is owned or operated by any government agency 
or the rents for the unit are subsidized by any government agency. 

 
This ordinance should explicitly spell out that it covers buildings with 3 units (tri-plex) or above. 
While the ordinance is already problematic for multi-unit property owners, it will be extremely 
problematic for owners of single family houses, condos, and duplexes.  While single family houses, 
condos and duplexes are not currently covered under San Jose’s rent control ordinance, this may 
change.  This ordinance should not be automatically applied to those units as there will be all sorts 
of unintended consequences. 
 
For example, what if a big earthquake hits the San Jose area, demolishes the primary residence of a 
property owner, and that property owner decides to move into another single family house that the 
person also owns in the city and is rented out?  That homeowner would end up not being able to 
move into her own house for 120 days or even a year, have to pay tens of thousands to move the 
tenant out while the property owner is in financial distress herself, and be subjected to ordinance 
that can land the person in jail.  
 
 



D. “Director” means the Director of the Department of Housing or the Director’s designee. 
 
E. “Notice of Intent to Withdraw” means a City approved form giving notice of an 
Owner's intent to withdraw a building containing at least one Covered Unit from the 
residential rental market in accordance with Government Code sections 7060 – 7060.7. 
 
F. “Owner” means the fee owner of property that includes a building that contains at              
least one Covered Unit, and includes any successor in interest. 
 
Many properties in San Jose were foreclosed just a few years ago.  Those properties typically 
come with very little disclosure information when they were put back on the market?  How will 
the new owner of those properties find out about an earlier use of Ellis Act?  
 
 
G. “Qualified Assistance” means that portion of the Relocation Assistance provided to 
mitigate the adverse impact on Tenant Households that are low income, or contain minor 
children, elderly persons, terminally or catastrophically ill persons and/or disabled persons 
displaced due to the withdrawal of a building containing the Covered Unit from the 
residential rental market. 
 
What does catastrophically ill mean? 
 
 
H. “Relocation Assistance” means the total payments of financial assistance from an Owner            
to a qualified Tenant Household in accordance with Section 17.23.950. 
 
I. “Rent Stabilized Units” means the units subject to the City's Apartment Rent Ordinance 
provided in Title 17, Chapter 23, which includes rooms or accommodations occupied for thirty (30) 
days or more in a Guesthouse and units in any Multiple Dwelling building for which a certificate of 
occupancy was received on or prior to September 7, 1979, as those terms are defined in Sections 
20.200.340, 20.200.470, and 20.200.480 of the San José Municipal Code. 
 
J. “Right to Return” means the obligation of the Owner(s) of a building containing a 
Covered Unit to honor a request by certain Tenants to receive an offer to return to and rent a 
Covered Unit when an Owner returns the Covered Unit to the residential rental market, or, if the 
Covered Unit has been demolished, the right to rent a replacement Covered Unit, under certain 
circumstances and terms described in Section 17.23.970. The Right to Return shall serve as a 
right of first refusal which must be complied with and specifically described in the Memorandum 
required under Section 17.23.945. 
 
Right to Return shall serve as a right of first refusal - does it mean that once a tenant is given the 
chance to return, if the person choose not to return, or the person does not respond, the right of 
first refusal expires? 
 



K. “Tenant” means a residential tenant, subtenant, lessee, sublessee, occupant, or any other person             
entitled by written or oral lease, or by sufferance, to use or occupy a Covered Unit. 
 
This definition of tenant is overly broad.  Property owners by law are not allowed to intrude on the 
privacy of their tenants, and subtenant/sublessee/occupant/any other person could be brought into the 
properties without our knowledge.  Those people (subtenant/sublessee/occupant/any other person) should 
not become tenants automatically without written agreement. 
 
L. “Tenant Household” means one or more Tenant(s) who occupy any individual Covered Unit,             
including each dependent of any Tenant whose primary residence is the Covered Unit. 
 
M. “Terminally Ill” means certified by a physician as having a terminal illness. 
 
17.23.930 General. 
 
A. Fees. The City shall establish fees for City-incurred costs which shall be paid by any 
owner who exercises the privilege to withdraw Covered Units from rent or lease. The City shall 
set the fee so as to recover all costs of administering this Part. The fees shall be paid to the City 
prior to the service of the Notice of Intent to Withdraw on any Tenant. Failure to pay the fees 
prior to service of the Notice of Intent to Withdraw shall invalidate such notice. 
 
B. Obligations to Limited English Speaking Tenants. The Owner shall determine whether a 
member of the Tenant Household of each Covered Unit can speak or read English and shall seek 
appropriate assistance in communicating the importance of the contents of the notice to any 
Tenant Household whose members cannot speak or read English. 
 
How are property owners supposed to determine if someone has Limited English Speaking 
abilities?  Are we supposed to give them an English test?  “whether a member of the Tenant 
Household” - does this mean “at least a single member of the Tenant Household” or “every 
member of the Tenant Household”? 
 
Since the city is creating this ordinance and the form, the city should be responsible for making 
the material available in different languages and ensuring that tenants and property owners can 
understand them. 
 
C. Copies of Forms. Owner shall make copies of notices and forms available if a Tenant               
indicates the items have been misplaced or lost or are otherwise needed. 
 
D. New Tenants During the Withdrawal Process. If the Owner desires to rent a Covered 
Unit to a new occupant after delivery of the Notice of Intent to Withdraw, the Owner shall 
comply with this Section 17.23.930(D). Owner shall first comply with all requirements of this 
Part 9, including but not limited to the delivery of notices to the City and Tenants, and the 
provision of Relocation Assistance in accordance with Section 17.23.950 with respect to the unit 



to be rented. Prior to such rental, Owner shall also provide a Notice of Pending Withdrawal on a 
City approved form to any new potential occupant of the Covered Unit for acknowledgement. If 
the Owner complies with this Section 17.23.930(D), the new occupant shall not be entitled to 
Relocation Assistance or other benefits under this Part. If the Owner fails to comply, the new 
occupant of the Covered Unit shall be entitled to Relocation Assistance under this Part. 
 
E. City Approved Forms. Director may adopt such forms as are necessary or convenient for              
the administration of this Part 9, subject to review and approval of the City Attorney. 
 
F. Every Owner must provide to each Tenant of a Covered Unit a notice of Tenant rights to 
extend the tenancy on a form specified by the City, which may include contact information for 
the City and Relocation Specialist and shall include the following statement: 
 
“In accordance with the State’s Ellis Act, the City of San José requires landlords to allow certain 
tenants to extend their tenancy beyond the minimum 120 day notice period when a landlord 
intends to withdraw the dwelling unit from the residential rental market. The elderly, disabled, 
and households with a child enrolled in kindergarten through 12th grade may be eligible for 
extended tenancies if requested.” 
 
17.23.940 Notices of Intent to Withdraw. 
 
A. Service on Tenants; Filing Fee. No less than one hundred twenty (120) days prior to the 
date upon which the building is intended to be withdrawn from the rental market, the Owner 
shall pay to the City the filing fee set pursuant to Section 17.23.930 and personally serve or 
deliver by first class mail the Notice of Intent to Withdraw to each Tenant. Failure to pay the 
filing fee shall invalidate the Notice of Intent to Withdraw. 
 
B. Service on City. Any Owner seeking to withdraw a building from the residential rental 
market that contains at least one Covered Unit must deliver to the Director a copy of each Notice 
of Intent to Withdraw within ten (10) days of service on the Tenants and also submit within 
thirty (30) days of service, a completed Information Summary pursuant to Section 17.23.940(D) 
below. 
 
C. Contents. The Notice of Intent to Withdraw shall identify the fee owner of the property; 
identify the buildings on the property that are being withdrawn; list the date upon which the 
buildings are intended to be withdrawn; list the amount of Base Assistance available for each 
unit size; list the adult Tenants who will receive the joint Relocation Assistance payment, 
provide contact information for the Owner, City and the Relocation Specialist. It shall describe 
the rights of return and the re-control of rents that may apply under this Part 9 and the Tenant's 
rights to regain possession of the premises and to damages as set forth in Sections 
17.23.970-990, and such other information reasonably necessary for the City’s administration of 
this Part 9. The Notice of Intent to Withdraw shall be accompanied by Tenant Qualification 
Forms, postage prepaid, addressed to the Owner/Relocation Specialist and the Director which 
form will allow the Tenant Household to qualify for a Qualified Assistance or an option to 



extend tenancy pursuant to Section 17.23.960, and to correct erroneous information on the 
Notice of Withdraw. 
 
D. Information Summary Contents. A summary on a form approved by the City 
(“Information Summary”) shall be submitted to the Director along with copies of any Notices to 
Vacate delivered to or served on the last Tenant in a vacant Covered Unit and any 30 day notices 
under Civil Code section 1946.1 received from the last Tenant in a vacant Covered Unit. The 
Information Summary shall include the following information: 
 

1. The total number of Covered Units and the number of bedrooms in each; 
 

2. Whether any Covered Unit is presently vacant, and for any vacant unit, whether it              
was occupied by one or more Tenants within the preceding twelve months; 

 
3. The amount of security deposit held for each Covered Unit and monthly amount of 

rent charged or if a Covered unit is vacant, the amount of the last monthly rent 
charged; these statements shall be made under penalty of perjury; 

 
4. The complete name of each Tenant in the Covered Unit(s) to which the Notice of 

Intent to Withdraw applies and for any vacant Covered Unit, the complete names of 
the last Tenant(s); 

 
5. The primary language of the Tenant Household of a Covered Unit; 

 
6. Current and future contact information for each Tenant and for the last Tenant of any               

vacant Covered Unit; 
 

7. Such other information reasonably requested by the City. 
 
E. Correction. Any Tenant that receives a Notice of Intent to Withdraw may correct or 
supplement any of the information on the Notice of Intent to Withdraw or Information Summary 
via written notice delivered to the Director and Owner within thirty (30) days. 
 
17.23.945 Recording of Memorandum. 
 
The Owner shall record a memorandum on a City approved form in the Official Records of Santa 
Clara County encumbering the property where the Covered Unit is located upon the earlier of: 
ten (10) days of delivery to the City of the Notice of Intent to Withdraw, or at least one day prior 
to sale or transfer of any property on which a building containing a Covered Unit to be 
withdrawn from the residential rental market is located. The memorandum must be executed by 
the fee owners of the property. The memorandum shall summarize the obligations of the Owner 
and any successor in interest to the Owner related to the property including the Tenant Right to 
Return and the Re-Control requirement under this Part 9 and the City's Apartment Rent 
Ordinance for certain units returned to the residential rental market in accordance with Section 



17.23.980. The summary memorandum must encumber the property for ten (10) years from the 
effective date of withdrawal of the building containing the Covered Unit from the residential 
rental market. The Owner shall deliver to the Director a conformed copy of the recorded 
memorandum within sixty (60) days of delivery to the City of the Notice of Intent to Withdraw. 
 
17.23.950 Relocation Assistance. 
 
A. Relocation Assistance Benefits. When an Owner withdraws a building containing a 
Covered Unit from the residential rental market and in connection with the withdrawal causes 
one or more tenancies to be terminated, the Owner must provide, and each Tenant Household 
residing in a Covered Unit is entitled to receive from the Owner, notice of and access to an 
application for all vacant residential rental unit(s) owned by the Owner and located within the 
City of San José, as well as the following: 
 

1. The Owner must pay and the Tenant Household must receive Relocation Assistance. The 
Base Assistance required pursuant to Section 17.23.950(C) must be deposited into escrow at 
the time of delivery of the Notice of Intent to Withdraw to the Tenants. Any Qualified 
Assistance due pursuant to Section 17.23.950(C) (2)(a)-(d), must be deposited into escrow as 
soon as the completed Tenant Qualification Form has been verified by the Relocation 
Specialist and approved by the Director. The Owner is neither responsible for nor liable to 
divide the Relocation Assistance among the Tenant(s) that comprise a Tenant Household 
entitled to Relocation Assistance. 

 
Relocation assistance should only be deposited and handed out to tenant when a tenant is ready to move. 
Otherwise the tenant can claim the relocation money, spend it on whatever, continue to stay in the 
property and the property owner would be stuck with this tenant and being tens of thousands of dollars in 
the hole. 
 
The rent that is used to calculate the relocation assistance figure is grossly inflated and does not reflect the 
actual rent of many small properties.  For example, my 3 bedroom unit is being rented for $2150.  $18465 
would be over 70% of the annual gross rent. 
 
Furthermore, relocation assistance should be means tested.  There are people making six figures salary 
that are literally make more money than the property owners.  Property owners should not be required to 
provide financial assistance to people who already earn a certain level of income. 
 
 

2. Relocation Specialist Services as described in Section 17.23.950(D). 
 

3. Refund of Security Deposit. Owner must refund to Tenant any security deposit paid             
by the Tenant. The Owner may withhold any properly itemized deductions from the             
security deposit under Civil Code section 1950.5. 

 
First and second sentences contradict each other. 
 



 
B. Escrow Account. The Owner must deposit the Relocation Assistance into an escrow 
account with a commercial escrow company and provide for disbursement to the Tenants 
consistent with this Part. The Tenant Household may obtain the Base Assistance from escrow 
immediately. The Tenant Household may obtain the Qualified Assistance from escrow on or 
before the earlier of: the first business day after the Tenant gives a 30 day notice to the Owner 
under Civil Code section 1946.1 or the last day of tenancy for which the Owner has received 
rent. 
 
C. The amount of Relocation Assistance per Covered Unit shall be set by the City Council 
via resolution and may be based on the number of bedrooms per Covered Unit or such other 
metric as provided in the Resolution. The amount of Relocation Assistance per Covered Unit 
may thereafter be amended by resolution, and shall be comprised of the following components. 
 

1. Base Assistance for all Tenant Households. 
 

2. Qualified Assistance for Tenant Households that qualify under one or more of the             
following categories: 

 
(a) Tenant Households that are lower income households, as defined in 
Health and Safety Code Section 50079.5 and annually listed, as adjusted for 
household size, by the regulations of the State Housing and Community 
Development Department for the County of Santa Clara. 

 
(b) Tenant Households when at least one Tenant is sixty-two years old or older. 

 
(c) Tenant Households when at least one Tenant is a person with a 
disability, as defined in Government Code Section 12955.3 or is terminally or 
catastrophically ill as evidenced by a physician’s determination. 

 
http://law.justia.com/codes/california/2015/code-gov/title-2/division-3/part-2.8/chapter-6/article-
2/section-12955.3/ 
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=GOV&sectionNum
=12926. 
 
What does catastrophically ill mean? 
 
 

(d) Tenant Households when at least one Tenant has a custodial or 
family relationship with an individual residing in the Covered Unit who is 
under the age of eighteen and is enrolled in school in any grade between and 
including kindergarten through twelfth grade. 

 
Each Tenant Household shall receive the Base Assistance payments and may receive one 



allocation of Qualified Assistance if the Tenant Household is eligible for a category of Qualified 
Assistance as described in Section 17.23.950(C)(2) (a)-(d). Any Tenant Household that is 
eligible for any of the Qualified Assistance categories identified above must complete a Tenant 
Qualification Form and provide a copy to the Owner and the City. 
 
C. Annual Adjustment. The amounts set by the City Council via the Resolution shall be 
adjusted each year as provided in this Section 17.23.950(C) unless otherwise specified by the 
City Council in a subsequent resolution. The annual adjustment shall be an increase that is equal 
to the amounts for each component of the Relocation Assistance multiplied by the percentage 
increase (if any) in the Consumer Price Index – Rent for all urban consumers for the San 
Francisco-Oakland-San Jose area as published by the U.S. Department of Labor Statistics for the 
twelve (12) month period ending on the last day of February of each year, unless otherwise 
specified by the City Council. Amounts shall be rounded to the nearest whole dollar. 
 
D. Relocation Specialist Services. When an Owner withdraws a building containing a 
Covered Unit from the residential rental market and in connection with the withdrawal causes 
one or more tenancies to be terminated, the Owner must, at its own expense, hire a relocation 
specialist with experience in providing relocation services to tenants in the San José area. The 
Owner must obtain the Director’s approval of the relocation specialist and the relocation 
specialist’s scope of work prior to the service of the Notice of Intent to Withdraw on any Tenant. 
The relocation specialist shall verify Tenant Qualification Forms. The relocation specialist shall 
provide services including meetings with Tenants on site; providing current information on local 
vacancies, and assisting each Tenant Household in crafting a relocation plan on a form approved 
by the City. The relocation specialist must provide services to disabled persons and persons with 
no or limited English proficiency and ensure relocation assistance, procedures and Tenant’s 
rights are fully explained to those persons. 
 
17.23.955 Withdrawal of a Building Containing a Vacant Covered Unit. 
 
A. It is the express intent of this Section 17.23.955 to encourage Owners to provide Relocation 
Assistance to Tenants of Covered Units, including any Tenant(s) whose tenancies of a Covered 
Unit were terminated within twelve (12) months prior to the delivery of a Notice of Withdrawal 
and were terminated without cause as codified in Section 17.23.190(B). It is presumed that the 
Owner’s termination of a tenancy without cause during the 12 month period is an action in bad 
faith intended to avoid the requirements of this Part, to the detriment of the affected Tenants and 
the health and welfare of the City. Payment of Relocation Assistance to the City is required 
when no member of an eligible Tenant Household can be located, in order to avoid adverse 
impacts on Tenants by: (1) discouraging Owners from prematurely displacing Tenant(s) in order 
to avoid paying Relocation Assistance and (2) encouraging Owners and Tenants to act in good 
faith when vacating a Covered Unit. 
 
“It is presumed that the Owner’s termination of a tenancy without cause during the 12 month 
period is an action in bad faith intended to avoid the requirements of this Part, to the detriment 
of the affected Tenants and the health and welfare of the City.”  This is an overly broad 



presumption.  The tenants could have moved out of their own needs to anywhere for any 
reasons, including relocating for better jobs, taking care of relatives, etc…  These people move 
own their own accord and should not be entitled to retroactive relocation assistance! 
 
 
B. If the Covered Unit in a building to be withdrawn is vacant upon delivery to the City of                  
the Notice of Intent to Withdraw and was occupied by a Tenant Household within twelve (12)                
months of delivery to the City of the Notice of Intent to Withdraw then the following applies: 
 

1. If the last Tenant Household's tenancy was not terminated as a voluntary vacancy or a 
for cause termination in accordance with Section 17.23.190(B), then the Owner must 
pay, and those prior Tenant(s) shall be entitled to receive, all Relocation Assistance to 
which the Tenant Household would have been entitled in accordance with Section 
17.23.950. 

 
2. If those prior Tenant(s) cannot be located to receive Relocation Assistance payment, 

then the Owner must pay and the City shall be entitled to receive the maximum 
amount of Relocation Assistance authorized for the Covered Unit under Section 
17.23.950, including Base Assistance and all Qualified Assistance. Payment to the 
City must be delivered to the City no later than the effective date of withdrawal of the 
building containing the Covered Unit from the residential rental market. 

 
The city should not be receiving the Relocation Assistance.  The assistance is meant for specific 
tenants.  If those tenants don’t claim it, the relocation assistance should be retained by the 
property owners. 
 
 
C. Notwithstanding Section 17.23.960, if the Covered Unit is vacant on the date of delivery 
to the City of the Notice of Intent to Withdraw and subject to the requirements of Section 
17.23.955(B)(2) then for the purposes of Section 17.23.955(B)(2) the effective date of 
withdrawal of the building is the earliest issuance of a discretionary approval for the property by 
the City (e.g. upon issuance of a conditional use permit, approval of a condominium conversion, 
etc.). 
 
17.23.960 Effective Date of Withdrawal; Extension of Tenancy. 
 
A. If the Covered Unit is occupied on the date of delivery to the City of the Notice of Intent 
to Withdraw, then the tenancy may only be terminated for cause as defined in Section 
19.23.190(B)(2) and the Owner may not withdraw the building containing the Covered Unit 
from the market until 120 days from the date of delivery to the City in person or by first-class 
mail of the Notice of Intent to Withdraw. 
 
B. Notwithstanding subsection (A) of Section 17.23.960, if at least one Tenant in a Covered 
Unit to which a Notice of Intent to Withdraw applies is either at least sixty-two years old, 



disabled (as defined in Government Code section 12955.3), terminally ill, or catastrophically ill 
and if that Tenant has lived in the Covered Unit for at least one year prior to the date of delivery 
to the City of the Notice of Intent to Withdraw, then the Owner must provide notice of and allow 
the Tenant to exercise an option to extend the tenancy for one year from the date of delivery to 
the City of the Notice of Intent to Withdraw. 
 

1. To exercise the option to extend the tenancy for one year from the date of delivery to                 
the City of the Notice of Intent to Withdraw, the qualifying Tenant must give written               
notice to the Owner of the extension of the tenancy within sixty (60) days of delivery                
to the City of the Notice of Intent to Withdraw. 

 
2. If the Owner receives a notice of extension of the tenancy, then the Owner must 

provide notice of the extension of the tenancy to the Director in the monthly report 
pursuant to Section 17.23.975. 

 
C. Notwithstanding subsection (A) of Section 17.23.960, if at least one Tenant in a Covered 
Unit to which a Notice of Intent to Withdraw applies has a custodial or family relationship with 
an individual residing in the Covered Unit who is under the age of eighteen and is enrolled in 
school in any grade between and including kindergarten through twelfth grade, and if that minor 
individual has lived in the Covered Unit for at least one year prior to the date of delivery to the 
City of the Notice of Intent to Withdraw, then the Owner must provide notice of and allow the 
Tenants to exercise an option to extend the tenancy through the current scholastic year, plus an 
additional sixty (60) days from the completion of the scholastic year. 
 

1. To exercise the option to extend the tenancy through the scholastic year plus sixty 
(60) days, the Tenant must give written notice to the Owner of the extension of the 
tenancy within sixty (60) days of delivery to the City of the Notice of Intent to 
Withdraw. 

 
2. If the Owner receives a notice of extension of the tenancy through the scholastic year 

plus sixty (60) days, then the Owner must provide notice of the extension of the 
tenancy to the Director in the monthly report pursuant to Section 17.23.975. 

 
17.23.970 Right to Return. 
 
A. Tenant(s) of Covered Units whose tenancies are terminated in connection with the 
withdrawal of a building containing the Covered Unit(s) from the residential rental market in 
accordance with this Part 9, are entitled to receive, and Owner(s) must deliver to the Tenant 
Household, on a form approved by the City notice of the Tenant(s) Right to Return to and rent 
the same unit at the rent determined pursuant to Section 17.23.980(A) if: 
 

1. The Tenant has provided the Owner a current mailing address and email address at              
which to receive a notice of the Right to Return; and 



 
2. An Owner returns the Covered Unit to the residential rental market within five (5)              

years of the effective date of withdrawal of a building containing the Covered Unit              
from the residential rental market. 

 
B. Owner(s) of a building containing a Covered Unit that was withdrawn from the 
residential rental market within the previous ten (10) years but after the five year period 
described in Section 17.23.970(A) must provide 120 days written notice to the City and Tenant 
of the intent of the Owner(s) to return the Covered Unit to the residential rental market. 
 
A lot can change in 10 years.  What if the tenant’s financial condition worsen substantially with 
corresponding drop in credit score and/or income, or becomes a criminal within the 5 or 10 year 
period?  Are we going to be forced to rent to people who otherwise would not be qualified, who 
likely won’t be able to afford even the original rent and would not be able to pay their rent? 
 
What is the property was rented out to 2 people and only 1 want to return, and that 1 person is 
not able to afford the unit and would not be able to pay the rent? 
 
 
C. Any Tenant(s) displaced from a Covered Unit in connection with the withdrawal of a 
building containing a Covered Unit from the residential rental market may request the Right to 
Return from the Owner(s) within thirty (30) days of receipt by the City of an Owner(s) written 
notice of intent to return the Covered Unit to the residential rental market.  Following the notice 
required to be given to the City, the City may request that the Owner extend an offer to renew the 
tenancy to the Tenant. However, nothing in this section shall be construed to relieve the Owner 
of the obligation to directly contact the Tenant or former Tenant and to advise the Tenant that the 
withdrawn Covered Unit is again offered for rent or lease. Notice shall be on a form approved by 
the City. 
 
D. The City may create a registry of Tenant contact information for use by Tenants and 
Owners to facilitate communication regarding a Right to Return, Relocation Assistance, and 
other topics. Each Owner shall use any information in the registry, in addition to information 
provided voluntarily by each Tenant, when complying with Right to Return obligations under 
Section 17.23.970(A) and Relocation Assistance under Section 17.23.955(C). The City may 
attempt to inform any Tenant(s) displaced due to the withdrawal of a building containing a 
Covered Unit upon receipt by the City of an Owner(s) written notice of intent to return the 
Covered Unit to the residential rental market. 
 
17.23.975 Owner’s Reporting Obligations. 
 
A. Owner shall submit a monthly report to Director during period that commences with the 
City’s receipt of the Notice of Intent to Withdraw and ends with the final termination of tenancy 
for all Covered Units and completion of Withdrawal under this Part. The report shall be on a 
City form and shall include information relating to the occupancy of units, any 30 day notices 



 
received, request for right to return, and any leasing activity with asking rents. 
 
B. At least 120 days before the rental or leasing of any unit in a building being returned to the 
rental market, Owner shall submit a report to Director regarding compliance with Section 
17.23.970 and Section 17.23.980 and status of Tenant notification of right to return, and list of 
Tenants not found/contacted. 
 
17.23.980 Re-Control. 
 
A. If a building containing a Rent Stabilized Unit is withdrawn from the residential rental 
market and is returned by an Owner to the residential rental market within five (5) years, then 
that unit must be offered and rented or leased at the lawful rent in effect at the time the Notice of 
Intent to Withdraw was delivered to the City, plus any annual adjustments authorized by Title 
17, Chapter 23 of this Code. This Section applies regardless of the occupancy status of each 
Rent Stabilized Unit when the building was withdrawn from the residential rental market and 
regardless of whether a displaced Tenant exercises a Right to Return. 
 
B. If a Rent Stabilized Unit is demolished and new unit(s) are built on the same property and offered 
for rent or lease within five (5) years of the effective date of withdrawal of the building containing the 
Rent Stabilized Unit, each newly constructed rental unit located on the property where the Covered 
Unit was demolished shall be deemed a Rental Unit subject to the Apartment Rent Ordinance, 
Title 17, Chapter 23 of this Code. 
 
Does it mean that if the property is returned to market beyond the 5 year limit, each newly 
constructed rental unit located on the property will not be deemed to subject to the ARO? 
 
 
17.23.990 Enforcement. 
 
A. Criminal Penalty. 
 
Any Owner found by a court of competent jurisdiction to be guilty of a willful violation of 
Section 17.23.970(A) shall be subject to up to a $500 fine and/or ninety (90) days in jail for a 
first offense and up to a $1000 fine and/or six months in jail for any subsequent offenses. 
 
It is bad enough that this proposed ordinance impose all sorts of punitive financial obligations to 
property owners.  The criminal penalty is especially problematic for small property owners.  The 
ordinance, with its numerous provisions and interdependencies with other complex state laws, 
creates all sorts of traps that these small property owners can land onto, which create undue risks 
for criminal offense and jail time. 
 
 
B. Civil Enforcement. 



 
1. Any Owner(s) that fail(s) to comply with this Part 9 may be subject to civil 

proceedings for exemplary damages for displacement of Tenant(s) initiated by the 
City for actual and exemplary damages, as well as any other alternative remedy 
available under the law or equity, including without limitation, injunctive relief to 
prevent termination of a tenancy. 

 
2. Any Owner(s) that fail(s) to comply with the notice requirement defined in Section 

17.23.970(A) if the violation occurs within two (2) years of the effective date of 
withdrawal may be subject to civil proceedings for actual, exemplary, and/or punitive 
damages (in an amount which does not exceed the contract rent for six months) 
initiated by the City or by any Tenant who would otherwise be entitled to a Right to 
Return, which action(s) must be brought within three (3) years of withdrawal of the 
building containing a Covered Unit from the residential rental market. 

 
3. Any Owner(s) that fail(s) to comply with this Part 9 may be subject to civil 

proceedings for actual and exemplary damages as well as any other alternative 
remedy available under the law or equity, initiated by any Tenant who would 
otherwise be entitled to Relocation Assistance. Civil proceedings by any Tenant 
regarding Relocation Assistance under this Part 9 shall be brought within three years 
of the withdrawal of the building containing a Covered Unit. 

 
4. If an Owner seeks to displace any Tenant(s) from a Covered Unit in a building to be 

withdrawn from the residential rental market by an unlawful detainer proceeding, the 
Tenant(s) may appear and answer or demur pursuant to Section 1170 of the Code of 
Civil Procedure and may assert by way of defense that the Owner has not complied 
with the applicable provisions of this Part 9 and/or the Ellis Act. 

 
 
 
  



 

 Relocation Benefit Matrix    Attachment 
B 

          
 Benefits Provided by Household - Calculated by No. of 

Bedrooms 
      

           

 San Jose - Proposed Benefit Levels          
 Benefit Type Studio 1BR  2BR  3BR   
 3 Months Rent* $ 5,550 $ 6,825 $ 8,478 $ 10,239  
 New Security Deposit $ 500 $ 500 $ 600 $ 700  
 Moving Expenses $ 1,200 $ 1,400 $ 1,700 $ 2,000  
 Application fees (approx. five applications) $ 250 $ 250 $ 250 $ 250  
 Total Base Relocation $ 7,500 $ 8,975 $ 11,028 $ 13,189  
 *Average Monthly Rent - 2016 Q3, RealAnswers $ 1,850 $ 2,275 $ 2,826 $ 3,413  
           

 Qualified Assistance Levels          
 40% Additional Increase to Base Assistance $ 3,000 $ 3,590 $ 4,411 $ 5,276  
 Total Amount of Qualified Assistance $ 10,500 $ 12,565 $ 15,439 $ 18,465  
           
 West Hollywood Studio 1BR  2BR  3BR   
 Total Base Assistance $ 6,455 $ 9,114 $ 12,277 $ 16,202  
 Total Qualified Senior Assistance $ 23,542 $ 26,201 $ 29,364 $ 33,289  
 Total Qualified Low Income Assistance $ 27,972 $ 30,631 $ 33,794 $ 37,719  
 % Increase over Base (highest)  76.92% 70.25% 63.67% 57.05% 
           
 Santa Monica Studio 1BR  2BR  3BR   
 Total Base Assistance $ 13,900 $ 13,900 $ 18,850 $ 18,850  
 Total Qualified Assistance $ 16,000 $ 16,000 $ 21,650 $ 21,650  
 % Increase over Base  13.13% 13.13% 12.93% 12.93% 
           
 Oakland Studio 1BR  2BR  3BR   
 Total Base Assistance $ 6,500 $ 6,500 $ 8,000 $ 9,875  
 Total Qualified Assistance $ 9,000 $ 9,000 $ 10,500 $ 12,375  
 % Increase over Base  27.78% 27.78% 23.81% 20.20% 
           
           

 Other Methodologies          
 Los Angeles <3 Years >3 Years Low Income Mom & Pop  
 Total Base Assistance $ 7,900 $ 10,400 $ 10,400 $ 7,600  
 Total Qualified Assistance $ 16,650 $ 19,700 $ 19,700 $ 15,300  
 % Increase over Base  52.55% 47.21% 47.21% 50.33% 
           
 San Francisco Per Tenant Maximum Household    
 Total Base Assistance $ 5,895 $ 17,639      
 Total Qualified Assistance $ 9,825        
 % Increase over Base  40.00%       



 

Ellis Act Filing Fee 
 
Staff Member/Time in Hours 
 
Will the filing fee be assessed purely based on the number of units?  For example, if I have a 
tri-plex, would the fee be $282 x 3 = $846?  Or would I be paying $2826?  That would come out 
to $942 per unit! 
 
 
 
 Task Analyst HPPA Total Staff Analyst HPPA Total Staff 
 Time Time       

  Initial Review (10 Units) Review for Units Greater than 
10 

 Review Notice of Intent to Withdraw 2.00 0.50 2.50 0.50 0.25 0.75
 Review the Summary Report 4.00 1.00 5.00 2.00 0.50 2.50

 Review Relocation Specialist Scope of 
Services 

1.00  1.00   0.00

       

 Communication with Property Owner 4.00 1.00 5.00 1.00 0.50 1.50

 Communication with Relocation Specialist 7.00 0.50 7.50 3.50  3.50
 Review Escrow Deposits 1.50  1.50 0.50  0.50
 Review Required Reports 5.50  5.50 3.50  3.50
 Contact Tenants from Right to Return 6.00  6.00 4.00  4.00

 Totals 31.00 3.00 34.00 15.00 1.25 16.25 
        

 Hourly 
Rates 

$79.34 $122.22 $2,826.30   $1,342.92 

 Cost for the first 10 units $2,459.64 $366.66 $1,190.15 $152.77 

 Cost per unit $245.96 $36.67 $282.63 $119.01 $15.28 $134.29

        
 Proposed Fees Per Unit (10 

units) 
$282 Per Unit (10+ 

units) 
$134 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Chung Wu 
Sent: Monday, March 06, 2017 9:51 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: Re: Ellis Act and TPO Feedback

Thank you Viviane. 
 
The markups that I made to ordinance draft are suggested changes.  We want to follow the rules as housing 
providers, but if the rules are not clearly defined or are open to too much interpretations or are overly strict, we 
would have a really difficult time following them.  The markups are some of my recommendations to tighten 
things up a bit. 
 
Please be reasonable and balanced in defining the ordinance.  Housing providers, especially small housing 
providers, put up with a lot of risks to be in the business of providing housing to people.  I cringed when I saw 
some of the properties getting flooded last month.  It was a trajedy for both tenants and housing 
providers.  Under the proposed ordinances housing providers would be punished again with draconian 
relocation fees as they try to repair the properties.  Is this fair?  Many property owners, especially the smaller 
ones, myself included, have worked for decades to save up a bit of money to invest.  They depends on their 
properties for a living, to pay for their children's education, and to survive in retirement. 
 
Listen to both sides, and be fair to both sides, please.  I look forward to the continual dialog and collaboration. 
 
Chung 
 
 
On Mon, Mar 6, 2017 at 9:28 AM, EllisAct <EllisAct@sanjoseca.gov> wrote: 

Chung,  

  

Thank you for your comments. The comments will be uploaded on the Housing Department’s website.  

  

Best Regards,  

Viviane Nguyen 

  

From: Chung Wu [mailto: ]  
Sent: Sunday, March 05, 2017 7:51 PM 
To: TPO <TPO@sanjoseca.gov>; EllisAct <EllisAct@sanjoseca.gov> 
Subject: Ellis Act and TPO Feedback 
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To San Jose City Staff, 

  

I am writing to share my input on the draft San Jose’s Ellis Act and Tenant Protection Ordinances.  While the ordinances 
were drafted with good intentions, there are specific items that carry unintended consequences and exacerbates already 
challenging housing market conditions, as they create a hostile regulatory environment for housing providers that will 
lead to reduced rental housing supply. 

  

A summary of my key concerns include: 

         Overly broad definitions of tenants, which eliminate housing providers ability to ensure only qualified 
tenants stay at our properties and creates all kinds of problems. 

         Imprecise Material Code Violation (MCV) definitions and reporting process for MCV and state/federal fair 
housing laws open up opportunities for significant abuses. 

         Severe impacts on small housing providers, who are less well financed and have less ability to weather the 
negative impacts of these ordinances. 

  

In a recent survey carried out with 144 Bay Area Housing Network (BAHN) members, who are predominantly small 
mom-and-pop housing providers, over 60% indicated that given a more hostile regulatory environment, they will reduce 
their investment or consider selling their properties altogether.  Another 23% indicated that they definitely will sell their 
properties.  Many of these properties will end up leaving the rental market when they are sold. 

  

Small housing providers make up a significant and important part of the San Jose rental housing supply.  Criminalizing 
them, increasing costs for them, and creating risks and uncertainties for them not only is unfair, it will force these 
housing providers to exit the rental housing business, reducing rental housing supply, and making housing market 
condition worst for everyone.  This is the last thing that we want to happen.  Please consider the input of housing 
providers and revise these ordinances to make their more balanced and fair for everyone. 

  

Chung Wu 
Small Housing Provider 

 
p.s.: Please see more specific concerns about the ordinance below, as well as inline comments in the attached ordinance 
documents (blue text). 

  

--------------------- 
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Imbalance between supply and demand is the root cause of our challenging housing market conditions.  The only 
sustainable way that we can address the problem is to increase supply, and private funding makes up most of the 
resources that our city has available to increase housing supply.  Our housing providers in BAHN are discouraged from 
investing to provide housing in the San Jose market because of the hostile environment that these two ordinances create, 
which increase costs, risks and uncertainties for us to provide our service in the San Jose market.  Specifically: 

  

The definition of who is a protected tenant (TPO 17.23.1010(Q), Ellis Act 17.23.920(K)) is overly broad.  Under the 
definitions, “subtenant, . . . sublessee, . . . or any other person” can become a tenant just by sufferance, even without 
property owner permission.  Furthermore, good cause eviction is not applicable (17.23.1030(B)(2)(b)(ii)) against 
dependent/foster child, spouse, domestic partner, parent, brother and sister of a tenant even when these people did not get 
permission by property owner to stay at the property.  This is totally against sub-leasing rule in most rental contracts.  As 
property owners and housing providers, in order to increase the likelihood that rent gets paid, and questionable people do 
not live at our properties and endanger neighbors, we need to have control over who becomes our tenant.  Under the 
current measure, a violent criminal can become our tenant at our property and we have no way of preventing that, and 
these people will be protected by the TPO and Ellis Act, making it extra difficult to remove them also.  A tenant needs to 
be defined strictly as the individuals who are formally included in written lease agreement to live at the property. 

  

Another problematic element of the TPO is that Material Code Violations (MCV) are vaguely defined in Attachment B 
and will lead to all sorts of abuse and litigation.  The process for reporting MCV is also problematic.  A tenant can 
literally create a MCV by doing something as simple as kicking a hole in the wall, or spray painting graffiti on the wall, 
reporting the problem to city code enforcement, and gain instant Limited Term Enrollment (LTE) protection (TPO 
17.23.1020(C)(1)).  While the proposed ordinance does contain provision for housing provider to appeal a claim (TPO 
17.23.1025), it is practically impossible to collect evidence that tenant deliberately create the MCV.  By then it is too late 
anyway, as LTE is already in effect.  Worst yet, a tenant can abuse the system by creating MCV, and continue to 
generate new MCV.  In this case, even if the tenant stops paying rent or create other problems that would qualify for 
good cause eviction, eviction cannot be done as MCV is in effect (TPO 17.23.1030).  A better system that prevents the 
above abuses would require the tenant to demonstrate that good faith attempts have been made with housing provider to 
address a potential MCV before the tenant is allowed to report such a problem.   

  

The same abuse also exists for federal/state fair housing law complaints and lawsuits.  A tenant can file a frivolous fair 
housing law complaint and lawsuit and cause LTE to become effective.  There should be a review process to examine the 
validity of the claims first. 

  

If we believe that tenants would never abuse the system, consider the following.  In our survey of BAHN members, we 
asked the problematic tenant behaviors that our members have encountered.  Here are some of the responses: 

         “They turned on the hot water many hours when they are not happy at me. [I paid for their hot water].” 

         “Tenent got divorced and stop paying rent. Also rent rooms to other parties.  House was left in bad condition 
with large furniture left behind.” 

         “Person who rented property used false documents and had no intention of moving in. Gave possession to a 
family member who ultimately had to be evicted at a cost of approximately $7,500.00. Of course occupant had 
no legal cost. Could have made many improvements to the property but will have to wait now.” 
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         “Repeated late payments and finally no rent payment. By the time I went through court and got him evicted, 
he already owed three months of rent and still won't move out on his own. I had to call the Sharif to kick them 
off. The unit was heavily damaged and I had to pack up his things. He also had others unauthorized people with 
him and it took another month before he finally came and pick up his things. I had spent $2K + in legal fees and 
over $15K in repair on top of loss of rent for over six months.” 

         “All sorts of violations of leases, criminal activities. Took 5 yrs still there. Tenants just use free lawyers and 
ask their church protest in front of the house so no sherif wants to go there to evict even the judge ordered them 
to leave” 

  

These are not isolated incidents.  93% of our members have encountered problems with their tenants in one form or 
another over time.  19% of our members have had tenants who committed criminal activities at their properties, and 25% 
have been personally harassed or attacked by their tenants.  The ordinances as they are written are unbalanced and overly 
favor tenants.  In fact, Ellis Act 17.23.955 said “It is presumed that the Owner’s termination of a tenancy without cause 
during the 12 month period is an action in bad faith intended to avoid the requirements of this Part, to the detriment of 
the affected Tenants and the health and welfare of the City.”  The ordinance is literally written to presume guilt on the 
part of housing providers.  This is unfair to housing providers and in total violation of due process that our system of law 
is based on. 

 
The proposed ordinances are especially problematic for small mom-and-pop housing providers.  Relocation assistance 
easily equates more than half a year’s worth of actual rent that our members are collecting, creating undue financial 
hardships, even in cases when housing providers are forced to remove tenants due to the need to rebuild/repair after a 
natural disaster, such as the recent flood that hit San Jose.  The ability for tenants to abuse the system and prevent 
eviction will also bankrupt small housing providers.  Lastly, criminal penalty (Ellis Act 17.23.990(B)) is especially 
problematic for small housing providers.  The ordinance, with its numerous provisions and interdependencies with other 
complex state laws, creates all sorts of traps that these small housing providers can land onto, which create undue risks 
for criminal offense and jail time. 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Yongmin Zhang < >
Sent: Friday, March 03, 2017 8:03 PM
To: EllisAct
Subject: Say No to AB1506!

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just 
cause protection to the tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me 
to know a full year in advance of our intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable 
expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability of my property as this one year 
requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement that 
"good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ 
compromise, the council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent 
Control Ordinance. I don't understand why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city 
council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as 
Ellis Act. 
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, 
which is what an owner should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market 
years after years. The city should treat hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted 
by the council, thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage 
or kill the redevelopment in the city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property 
owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to 
stay as a property owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
 
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
 
Yongmin Zhang 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Liheng Wang < >
Sent: Friday, March 03, 2017 6:36 PM
To: EllisAct

 
San Jose Ellis Act 
Copy below letter and  email to EllisAct@sanjoseca.gov by 3/3/17 
 

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our 
intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability 
of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, 
thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the 
city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Lisa. Kim >
Sent: Friday, March 03, 2017 5:26 PM
To: EllisAct
Cc: Amy Tannenbaum
Subject: Bay Area Legal Aid joins SV Renter's Rights Coalition Public Comment on Draft Ellis Act Ordinance
Attachments: BayLegal Joins SV RRC on Ellis Act Ordinance.pdf

Please see attached letter. 
 
Lisa Kye Young Kim | Staff Attorney  
Bay Area Legal Aid | Santa Clara County Regional Office 

 
 

 

www.BayLegal.org 
 
 
This transmission may be: (1) subject to the Attorney‐Client Privilege, (2) an Attorney Work Product, or (3) strictly Confidential. If you 
are not the intended recipient of this message, you may not disclose, print, copy or disseminate this information. If you have 
received this in error, please reply and notify the sender (only) and delete the message. Unauthorized interception of this e‐mail is a 
violation of federal criminal law. 
 
Bay Area Legal Aid is the largest civil legal services agency in the San Francisco Bay Area. Our attorneys and advocates work tirelessly on behalf of our 
region's poorest individuals and families, keeping them in their homes, free from violence, with the economic support and health services they need. 
Please support BayLegal by clicking here to make a secure online donation today. 
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Rachel VanderVeen 
City of San Jose Housing Department 
200 East Santa Clara Street 
1i11 Floor 
San Jose, CA 95113 
EllisAct@sanj oseca. gov. 

I 
WORKING TOGETHER FOR JUSTICE 

RE: City of San Jose Draft Ellis Act Ordinance 

Dear Ms. VanderVeen: 

Alex R. Gulotta 
Executive Director 

Bay Area Legal Aid joins the SV Renter's Rights Coalition in their concerns and comments to 
the Draft Ellis Act Ordinance as submitted as submitted, and attached. 

Sincerely, 

Serving the counties of Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo, and Santa Clara 

Santa Clara County Regional Office • • www.Baylegal.org 
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Comments to the Ellis Act Ordinance from the SV Renter's Rights Coalition 

The Silicon Valley Renters' Rights Coalition strongly supports policies that prevent the 
displacement oflow-income tenants, and provide concrete disincentives to keep rent-controlled 
housing on the market. We support the staff recommendations and the proposed Ellis Act 
Ordinance. The Coalition believes that the Ellis Act Ordinance must have the following goals: a) 
ensure no net loss of housing units affordable to current residents; b) ensure no net displacement 
oflow-income residents of San Jose; and c) disincentivize and discourage displacement as an 
option for landlords; and d) promote tenant ownership of housing as an alternative to 
displacement. 

In view of these goals, we suggest the following changes in order to make the Ellis Act 
Ordinance stronger and to fully prevent the displacement of low-income tenants and keep 
rent-controlled housing in place. We strongly believe that the Ellis Act Ordinance should be 
amended in the following ways: 

1. The Ellis Act Ordinance Should Apply to any ARO Units that are Renovated or 
Demolished. 

2. The Relocation Benefits and Services Provided to Tenants Must be Specified in 
the Ellis Act Ordinance, and Must be Sufficient Enough to Keep Low-ilncome 
Families in San Jose. 

3. Non-Profit Developers and Tenant Organizations Should be Given a First Right 
of Refusal Before an ARO property is Sold. 

4. The Ellis Act Ordinance Must Include Stronger Penalties for Non-Compliance. 

We support the staff recommendations and the proposed Ellis Act Ordinance, but 
recommend the four amendments enumerated below. 

1. The Ellis Act Ordinance Should Apply to Any Units of Buildings of Properties 
that Will Be Renovated or Demolished. 

In order to protect the vast majority of tenants, the Ellis Act Ordinance provisions should 
cover any unit that will undergo renovations or will be demolished, and not be limited to 
situations where an entire property undergoes renovation or demolitions. Many properties in San 
Jose are multi-building apartment complexes. There could be many circumstance where just one 



building in a multi-building apartment complex are renovated. Tenants living in those buildings 
should also get the protections of the Ellis Act Ordinance include limiting evictions to good 
cause and relocation payments. 

2. The Relocation Benefits and services provided to tenants must be specified in the 
ordinance, and must be sufficient enough to keep low-income families in San 
Jose. 

As currently drafted, the Ellis Act Ordinance could give the City Council discretion to 

determine on a case by case basis the formula for relocation benefits that displaced residents 
receive. We strongly believe that the Ellis Act Ordinance specify exactly what type of benefits 

displaced families received so all displaced families are treated equally. Additionally, it will 
ensure that displaced families receive the maximum relocation assistance possible. 

Second, displaced families who qualify for "qualified assistance" should receive multiple 
benefit allotments if they meet multiple categories. The Ellis Act Ordinance provides a 
"qualified assistance" for certain families; specifically if anyone in the household is disabled or 

has a catastrophic illness, low-income, elderly, or has school-age children. Displaced families 
with multiple qualifying conditions, for example a family that includes school-age childrenand a 
person with a disability should get multiple qualified assistance benefits. 

Third, the Ellis Act Ordinance must provide enough relocation benefits to keep low
income residents in their communities. As drafted, the Ellis Act Ordinance does not provide for 
a rent differential for those tenants who qualify under "Qualified Assistance." We strongly 
encourage the City to include a rent differential, whereby landlords would be required to pay the 

difference in rent between market rate and what the tenant was payingfor a tenant for as long as 

necessary to keep a displaced tenant's new rent affordable but subject to the allowable per annum 
increases for ARO properties. Many low-income tenants who will be displaced will have 
nowhere to go as the number of rent-controlled units in San Jose diminish. We are especially 

concerned with the current crisis of the flooding and the fate of those families who were 
evacuated from rent control buildings that suffered much damage. The comparison of the 

proposed relocation benefits in San Jose to other cities shows that San Jose has a much lower 
relocation benefit than other cities, although it is one of the most expensive cities in California. 

Having a rent differential will allow tenants a longer period of time to find an affordable unit to 
rent and will ease the financial burden on low-income tenants. Additionally, the benefit for a 
security deposit must be the actual amount a resident pays for a security deposit. The suggest 
security deposit allowance in the matrix of $500-700 is much lower than most tenants pay. 
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Lastly, the responsibilities of the relocation specialist must be specified in the ordinance. 
The Ellis Act Ordinance must describe what type of services the relocation specialist must 

provide, how tenants can access such assistance, and consequences and penalties for failing to 

provide adequate services. 

3. Non-Profit Developers and Tenant Groups Must be Given a First Right of 
Refusal if the Property is To be Sold. 

We strongly encourage the City to adopt a policy that will give a first right of refusal 

when an ARO property is being sold to a non-profit developer and/or tenant organizations who 

will keep the property affordable. In the mobile horne park context, the City has a mandated 
period of good faith negotiations for resident organizations who wish to purchase a mobile horne 
park before it is converted to another use. Similarly, the City should encourage the preservation 

of ARO units by giving non-profit developers and tenant organizations the first right to purchase 
the property and a mandated negotiation period. 

4. The Ellis Act Ordinance Must Include Stronger Penalties for Non-Compliance. 

We encourage the City to strengthen the civil and criminal penalties for non-compliance 
to encourage compliance with the Ellis Act Ordinance. As currently drafted, criminal penalties 

are limited to $500.00 for the first offense, and a $1000.00 fine for any subsequent offense. 
There are no specific civil penalties. We strongly encourage the City to increase these penalties 

for non-compliance, and to attach a penalty for each violation of the Ordinance, including 
assessing a penalty for each unit where an owner fails to comply with the Ellis Act Ordinance. 

5. Conclusion 

We support the staff recommendations to the Ellis Act Ordinance. Given the age of ARO 

properties in San Jose, the Ellis Act Ordinance is important to keep units affordable and prevent 
the displacement oflow-incorne residents. We believe that San Jose will benefit from a strong 

Ellis Act Ordinance that includes the Coalition's suggest changes. We also strongly believe that 
an Ellis Act Ordinance would function most effectively with a just cause eviction ordinance, as 
both ordinances are necessary to prevent the displacement oflow-incorne families from San Jose. 

3 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Vince Rocha < >
Sent: Friday, March 03, 2017 4:44 PM
To: EllisAct; TPO
Cc: Vincent Rocha
Subject: SCCAOR Comment Letter on Ellis Act and TPO
Attachments: San Jose TPO and Ellis Act Letter.pdf

Hello, 
 
Please see the attached letter for SCCAOR's Comments on the draft Ellis Act and Tenant Protection 
Ordinances.  
 
Regards, 
 
 
Vince Rocha | Director of Government Affairs 
Santa Clara County Association of REALTORS® 

 
 



Housing Department 
City of San Jose 
Attn: Rachel VanderVeen 
200 E. Santa Clara St. 12th Floor 
San Jose, CA 95113 

March 3, 2017 

RE: Draft Recommendations for the City of San Jose Tenant Protection Ordinance and San Jose 
Ellis Act Ordinance 

Dear San Jose Housing Depmiment, 

I am writing on behalf of the Santa Clm·a County Association of REALTORS®, representing 
over 6,000 members in the real estate business. We all agree that action is needed to solve the 
affordable housing sh01iage, but we do not believe that you can regulate yom way to more 
housing for those that need it most. We have deep concems that landlords m·e being asked to 
comply with regulations in the proposed Tenant Protection Ordinance (TPO) and Ellis Act that 
m·e onerous and will not achieve the stated goal of making San Jose a more affordable place to 
live. 

The Draft TPO says that the housing depatiment received "multiple complaints" from tenants 
that had issues with their landlords, which is the rational for the proposed ordinance. This is not a 
statistical justification of why an ordinance is needed, but a rhetorical one. In fact, the San Jose 
City Auditor's own data shows that less than one percent of tenants in ARO units register a 
complaint on an annual basis. Below m·e the specific concems we have with the TPO and Ellis 
Act proposals. 

17.23.1015 Scope; Regulations. 

We believe that by regulating small landlords as mentioned in item 3 and 4 would unnecessarily 
onerous for individuals that do not consider themselves professional propetiy managers or 
landlords. The initial intent of the TPO was to protect tenants in ARO rental propetiies that are 
already heavily regulated. Items 2 and 3 would impact single family homeowners and present a 
unique challenge in both implementation by the City and be extremely bmdensome for 
homeowners. In that vein, we ask that you consider not regulating market rate propetiies with 
less than sixteen units, which is the number of units required by state law for onsite propetiy 
management. This will strike a fair balance between small propetiy owners and the interests of 
the city. 

17.23.1020 Qualification for Enrollment. 

This section is overly broad and that landlord is assumed guilty before he or she can even resolve 
an issue or material code violation with the tenant. We believe that the Just Cause protections 

CALIFORNIA'S FIRST REAL ESTATE BOARD 
SCCAOR exists to meet the business, professional and legislative 

needs of the real estate industry and to protect private property rights. 



described as "Good Cause" in the draft ordinance should not apply on a complaint basis, but in a 
way that more objective and fair to the landlord. As it stands, this provision may be legally 
difficult to enforce and may infringe on landlord 's right to due process. 

Additionally, the scope includes unpermitted units stating that a tenant is entitled to good cause 
protections, ''until two years after the unit has been pennitted." In many pa1i s of the city this 
would require complete tear downs and rebuilding of conve1ied garages and other structures and 
would in reality displace more people than it would help. San Jose has not passed an ordinance 
for homeowners to legalize ce1iain types of Access01y Dwelling Units and this ordinance may 
have the impact of displacing many people in this f01m of naturally affordable housing. 

17.23.1030 Good Cause Protections. 

The standard for imposing good cause protections on landlords is ve1y low and standards for 
evicting a bad tenant are ve1y high creating an imbalance in the landlord tenant relationship. This 
makes assumptions that the landlord only has a responsibility to one tenant, when they have an 
obligation to providing safe quality housing to all their tenants. Therefore, we believe that the 
city should not consider the proposed list an exhaustive one of reasons that a tenant can be 
evicted. A clause that allows for circumstances to be considered like the tenant committing a 
crime should be included. 

17.23.960 Effective Date of Withdrawal; Extension of Tenancy. 

The Draft Ellis Act Ordinance requires a propeliy owner is required to provide one year of just 
cause protection to the tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This is an 
unreasonable expectation that will lower land values for owners and lower tax revenues to 
govemment by hmi ing the resale ability of rental buildings. We ask that you str·ike the 
requirement that good cause protection be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent 
to withdraw the propeliy is serve. 

17.23.950 Relocation Assistance. 

The city should means test the Ellis Act relocation assistance provision. By applying all 
assistance equally the city will allow for payments very high eamers such as doctors and lawyers 
while raising the cost of development, which will be directly hom e by first time and new 
home buyers of the redeveloped propeliy. The goal should be to make housing more affordable, 
not less. 

17.23.930 General. 

The Fee structure proposed in the Ellis Act draft is also flawed. Asking for prope1i y owns to pay 
both tenants and the city up front putting their project at risk of making a retmn. We believe that 

CALIFORNIA'S FIRST REAL ESTATE BOARD 
SCCAOR exists to meet the business, professional and legislative 

needs of the real estate industry and to protect private property rights. 



any payments stmcture should be further analyzed in consistency with other fees the city 
imposes on new development. 

We stand ready to work with you on real solutions that will stabilize prices and communities 
such creating more housing and helping people find paths to homeownership. Thank you for 
your consideration of our comments. 

Sincerely, 

Vincent Rocha 
Director of Govemment Affairs 
Santa Clara County Association of REALTORS® 

CALIFORNIA'S FIRST REAL ESTATE BOARD 
SCCAOR exists to meet the business, professional and legislative 

needs of the real estate industry and to protect private property rights. 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Amy Tannenbaum < >
Sent: Friday, March 03, 2017 4:35 PM
To: EllisAct
Cc: Lisa. Kim
Subject: Bay Area Legal Aid Public Comment - Draft Ellis Act Ordinance
Attachments: Ellis Act comment - 03 Mar 17.pdf

Dear Ms. VanderVeen, 
 
Please find attached a public comment from Bay Area Legal Aid regarding the Draft Recommendations for the City of San 
Jose's Ellis Act Ordinance, Chapter 17.23 Part 9. 
 
Thank you, 
Amy Tannenbaum 
 
Amy Tannenbaum | Law Clerk  
Bay Area Legal Aid | Santa Clara County Regional Office 
4 N. Second Street, Suite 600 

 
 

www.BayLegal.org 
  
  
This transmission may be: (1) subject to the Attorney‐Client Privilege, (2) an Attorney Work Product, or (3) strictly Confidential. If you 
are not the intended recipient of this message, you may not disclose, print, copy or disseminate this information. If you have 
received this in error, please reply and notify the sender (only) and delete the message. Unauthorized interception of this e‐mail is a 
violation of federal criminal law. 
  
Bay Area Legal Aid is the largest civil legal services agency in the San Francisco Bay Area. Our attorneys and advocates work tirelessly on behalf of our 
region's poorest individuals and families, keeping them in their homes, free from violence, with the economic support and health services they need. 
Please support BayLegal by clicking here to make a secure online donation today. 
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Rachel VanderVeen 
City of San Jose Housing Department 
200 East Santa Clara Street 
1ih Floor 
San Jose, CA 95113 
EllisAct@sanjoseca.gov. 

I 
WORKING TOGETHER FOR JUSTICE 

RE: City of San Jose Draft Ellis Act Ordinance 

Dear Ms. VanderVeen: 

Alex R. Gulotta 
Executive Director 

We write in response to the Draft Recommendations for the City of San Jose's Ellis Act 
Ordinance, Chapter 17.23 Pmi 9 ("the Draft Ordinance"). The Draft Ordinance creates cetiain 
procedural requirements for the removal of rent-stabilized buildings from the residential rent 
market, including additional notice, relocation assistance, and the right of return for displaced 
tenants. 

We write to comment on the Draft Ordinance because many of our clients fall under the intended 
beneficiaries of the proposed Ordinance. Our mission at Bay Area Legal Aid ("Bay Legal") is to 
provide meaningful access to the civil justice system through quality legal assistance regardless 
of a client's location, language, or disability. We serve low- and very low-income members of 
our Bay Area communities, and serve Santa Clara County residents from our San Jose office. 
Our clients include the working poor, seniors, veterans, homeless individuals, youth at risk of 
homelessness, and people with disabilities. 

While we appreciate the City's efforts to provide additional protections for tenants, we continue 
to believe that the most comprehensive and effective manner of providing these protections is 
through a general good cause or just cause ordinance. The Background section of the Draft 
Ordinance itself recognizes that "all seven (7) cities ... with an Ellis Act also have a Just/Good 
Cause for eviction ordinance," and that without such protections this ordinance alone "may not 
be as effective." In the absence of such an ordinance, Bay Legal supp01is the concept of this more 
limited form of tenant protection but would like to articulate some key concerns of the ordinance 
as written. 

Registry of Tenants 

The draft ordinance contemplates the creation of a "registry of Tenant contact information" in 
order to "facilitate communication regarding a Right to Return, Relocation Assistance, and other 
topics." Due to concerns about privacy and the potential for abuse, many members of our client 
population may feel that providing their physical location to a government entity leaves them 
vulnerable. Given recent events, our client's fears are well-founded. The Santa Cruz Police 
Department has accused United States Immigration and Customs Enforcement ("ICE") of using 

Serving the counties of Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin 

Santa Clara County Regional Office • www.Baylegal.org 
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joint gang operations to make purely immigration-related detentions. 1 Others concerns range 
from the cultural--distrust of the government based on experience in their home countries-to 
the practical-not being able to receive physical mail because the landlord neglects to provide or 
maintain a mailbox. 

For example, a client who resides in San Jose lives in a unit without a mailbox. All her mail is 
routed through the main house, where her landlord lives. Her landlord has withheld important 
communication from her in the past. Our client may be reluctant to register since her landlord 
could withhold her mail and retaliate against her for contacting the Department of Housing 
and/or Code Enforcement. 

For these reasons, we would like to see the inclusion of additional safeguards for tenants who are 
enrolled on the tenant contact registry. In particular, the City should include assurances that any 
private information collected for the purposes of enrollment on this tenant contact registry will 
not be shared with other governmental actors, particularly law enforcement. The City should also 
include an option for a tenant to include only her phone number and/or email address, rather than 
a physical address, or in the alternative to use a coding or anonymizing system in order to protect 
the privacy of these tenants. 

17.23.940(D): Information Summary Contents 

The Draft Ordinance requires that the owner provide the Director with "copies of any Notices to 
Vacate delivered to or served on the last Tenant in a vacant Covered Unit and any 30 day notices 
under Civil Code section 1946.1." The requirement fails to include a large swath of tenancy 
terminations: the mutual termination agreement. The mutual agreement itself is a misnomer. 
Landlords and tenants rarely mutually agree to terminate a tenancy. Landlords may terminate for 
either cause or no cause; tenants may terminate with a 30-Day notice under Civil Code section 
1946.1. The mutual agreement to terminate a tenancy is only required if both parties wish to 
terminate a tenancy during the lease period. 

However, mutual terminations are more often used by landlords to avoid the notice requirements 
imposed by law, and are often involuntary terminations on the part of the tenant. One 81 year-old 
disabled client was provided with a defective 90-day notice of termination. Instead of issuing a 
new, proper notice, her landlord provided her a stack of papers to sign, informing the disabled 
octogenarian that it was the standard annual lease recertification packet. She signed the forms, 
not realizing that one of the fifty some-odd pages was a mutual agreement to terminate tenancy. 

In several instances, Clients have been required to sign a blank mutual termination of tenancy as 
part of the original lease agreement. Our office has seen landlords complete the mutual 
termination, imputing vacate days - sometimes years after clients sign the agreement - and offer 
it as "proof' that the client agreed to vacate. 

Our office recommends that Part 940(D) of the final Ordinance should be amended as follows: 

1 See David Marks, Santa Cruz Police: ICE Lied to Us About Immigration Arrests, KQED, Feb. 24, 2017, 
https :/ /ww2 .kqed.org/news/20 17 /02/24/santa-cruz-police-ice-lied-to-us-about-immigration-aJTests/. 

Bay Legal Public Comment on Draft Ellis Act Ordinance 
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A summary on a form approved by the City ("Information Summary") shall be submitted 
to the Director along with copies of any Notices to Vacate delivered to or served on the 
last Tenant in a vacant Covered Unit, any 30 day notices under Civil Code section 1946.1 
received from the last Tenant in a vacant Covered Unit, and any agreement between the 
Owner and the Tenant to terminate the tenancy of a vacant Covered Unit. 

17.23.950(B): Escrow Account should also be updated to reflect the additional requirement. 

17.23.955(A)-(B): Withdrawal of a Building Containing a Vacant Covered Unit 

17.23.955(A) creates a presumption of bad faith when an Owner's termination of a tenancy 
without cause occurs during the 12 month period prior to the delivery of a Notice of Withdrawal 
to the City. However, the Draft Ordinance provides no penalties to discourage such acts of bad 
faith. 

17.23.955(B) provides that if the landlord commits this act of bad faith, the landlord must pay 
relocation assistance to either the tenant or the City if the tenant cannot be located. This is neither 
penalty nor deterrent, since the Owner was required to pay relocation assistance if the Owner had 
complied with the Ordinance anyway. In fact, these provisions will encourage Owners to commit 
such acts of bad faith: if Owners get caught, they are required to pay no more than what they 
would have paid if they had complied with the law; if Owners are not caught, they have avoided 
providing relocation benefits to eligible tenants. 

We recommend including a monetary penalty in addition to the required relocation assistance if 
Owners act in bad faith under the provisions of 17.32.955. The penalty should be paid to the 
tenant's household or to the City if the tenant cannot be located. We recommend the following 
revision to 17.23.955(B): 

B. If the Covered Unit in a building to be withdrawn is vacant upon delivery to the City 
of the Notice of Intent to Withdraw and was occupied by a Tenant Household within 
Twelve (12) months of delivery to the City of the Notice of Intent to Withdraw then the 
following applies: 

1. If the last Tenant Household's tenancy was not terminated as a voluntary 
vacancy or a for cause termination in accordance with section 17.23.190(B), 
then the Owner must pay, and those prior Tenant(s) shall be entitled to 
receive, all Relocation Assistance to which the Tenant Household would have 
been entitled in accordance with Section 17.23.950, and statutory damages of 
up to twice the amount of all Relocation Assistance to which the Tenant 
House/wid would have been entitled in accordance with Section17.23.950. 

2. If those prior Tenant(s) cannot be located to received Relocation Assistance 
payment, then the Owner must pay and the City shall be entitled to receive the 
maximum amount of Relocation Assistance authorized for the Covered Unit 
under Section 17.23.950, including Base Assistance and all Qualified 
Assistance, and statutory damages of up to twice the maximum amount of 

Bay Legal Public Comment on Draft Ellis Act Ordinance 
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Relocation Assistance authorized for the Covered Unit under Section 
17.23.950. 

California is experiencing a rental crisis of historic proportions, and we appreciate the intent 
behind this ordinance. We reiterate our view that a general just cause ordinance would provide 
maximum protection to renters in San Jose without implicating the privacy concerns of a tenant 
registry. 

Should this ordinance go into effect without additional privacy protections, many of the most 
vulnerable tenants-whom this ordinance is meant to help--may not be able to access its 
intended benefits. We also reiterate our recommended changes to the Draft Ordinance to protect 
tenants who have far less bargaining power than landlords and to incentivize Owner compliance 
with statutory damage provisions. 

Sincerely, 

Kye Young 
Staff Attorney 

BayLegal Public Comment on Draft Ellis Act Ordinance 
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From: Grace Lee < >
Sent: Friday, March 03, 2017 4:27 PM
To: EllisAct
Subject: Ellis act

 
 
Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause 
protection to the tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full 
year in advance of our intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance 
would also hurt the resale ability of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent 
owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for 
one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ 
compromise, the council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control 
Ordinance. I don't understand why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not 
respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis 
Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, which is what an 
owner should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city 
should treat hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the 
council, thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the 
redevelopment in the city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a 
property owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: David Eisbach < >
Sent: Friday, March 03, 2017 3:50 PM
To: EllisAct
Subject: Ellis Act
Attachments: Blue Copy of Ellis Act Observations  2.docx; ARO Ellis Act HCDC 3.docx; ARO Revision Observations  

2015.docx

Here are some comments I have on the Ellis Act to be placed in the Comments. 
Thank you 
David Eisbach 



ARO Revision Observations 2015-2017 

The Creation of Need without Cause 

February 7, 2017 

 

San Jose’s Housing Department under Ms. Jacky Morales-Ferrand engineered a strategy to create a 
housing problem that couldn’t be supported by reliable data. The public perception of the crisis in 
affordable housing induced the City Council to basically turn over the reins of the ARO to Housing, 
which found an eager ally in the San Jose Mercury News, Tenant Protection and Tenant Legal Rights 
groups. Ms. Morales-Ferrand unfortunately performed extremely well. This is an effort to share an 
alternative view with the new San Jose City Council Members and a memory jog for the continuing 
Council. 

 

The following outline points to questionable, deceptive or wrong applications: 

1. Apartment Rental Ordinance, ARO units were built before 1979 and number about 43,000 out of 
a total of 122,000 units including about 5,000 duplexes are exempt by State Law if built after 
1995. (The San Jose November Audit had figures at 45,820 ARO and 140,000 total units.) So 
35% of rentals are to be severely controlled to solve San Jose’s affordable housing dilemma. 
 

2. Housing hired a firm known to favor rent control programs. This survey used Census figures and 
data from firms that accumulate data from 50 units or more, while Housing offered none.  Only 
9% of ARO units are 50 units or more. The survey emphasized rents, maintenance, and 
government costs in a slanted fashion.  They assert a unit built before 1979 has the same 
maintenance costs as one built after 1995. Lead paint and asbestos abatement were of no concern. 
The real world of income property management estimates maintenance costs on older properties, 
pre 1979, at 40-45% of income, while newer properties post 1995 are about 30-35%. Rents were 
gathered from newer 50 unit plus properties, with pools, club house, gym and sauna, and 
compared them to older four-plexes or 20 units. The survey always stated the statistics in worst 
case for owners and down played government costs.   
 

3.  Housing hit the road with a series of public meetings after forming an Advisory Commission. 
The makeup was split evenly owners and tenants, thus insuring there would never be a meeting of 
the minds, which could have been solved by adding a few seats with non-owner and non-tenant 
participants, who would view presentations dispassionately.  There were about 12 to 14 of these 
attended by about 90% owners with the exception of the first and last and final Council Meetings.  
Here Housing’s genius showed not in actual votes by the Advisory Commission but only with 
Red, Amber, Green signifying disfavor, undecided or problematic, and favored results.  This 
tactic allowed Housing to make its own interpretation.  This worked so well, the neighborhood 
meetings listened to commentary only, but the more recent meetings considering the Tenant 
Retaliatory Protection and the Ellis Act employed a system of stamp icons that were used to 
signify public sentiment along with some written statements. Again the results are the creation of 
Housing. (Community hearings will begin this week). The only solid voting presented to the 
Council were the favorable conclusions by the Housing and Community Development 
Commission. 
 
 



4. There are assumptions made about owners of ARO properties, which are unsubstantiated by the 
survey, meetings or Housing’s statements that there are bad actors, who can only be contained by 
controlling all actors. These are: 
 
a. Owners were taking the allowed 8% rent increase every 12 months. 
b. Owners were evicting residents in order to raise rents or retaliate against tenants who 

complain against habitability issue. 
c. Owners were not using the pass-through expense program; therefore it should be replaced by 

another program even more complex, incomprehensible and incertain.  
d. Owners are using their purchase indebtedness in a pass-through expense shared by tenants. 
e. Owners cannot be trusted to furnish information to Housing about rents. 

 
                                           Results 

a. Council lowered the annual cap to 5% and killed the banking element which would have 
allowed an owner to take less than 5% this year but add it to next year’s 5% to a maximum of 
8%. 

b. Housing’s proposing to copy California Civil Code 1942.2 to solve the retaliation problem for 
tenant eviction but adding “Just Cause” and a two year period of protection without rent raise 
possibility. The same for eviction for rent.  “Just Cause” had been turned down in former 
discussion, but rises again here. I think this would apply to all properties. 

c. Owners were not using the repair expense pass-through because of its complexity and the 
uncertainty of the Housing officers decisions.  Owners found it more reliable to just raise rents 
to the 8% limit to help amortize that expense. That’s not an option any more. 

d. I believe this pass-through debt relief is still a possibility but is shares the same fate as the 
expense pass-through. Both programs ate in the hands of Housing officers. 

e. Owners have repeatedly offered Housing lists of properties and their rent levels and would 
follow notification rules if it would lead to the less expensive unit system rather than the 
Registry. Unfortunately, the Council just voted for the Registry. 
 

5. The City Audit of the ARO program, #16-10, Nov. 2016 called attention to the many things that 
Housing should be doing and should have done but were not because the 1.5 employees 
designated for ARO matters couldn’t cope. The report recommended that a unit registry would be 
less expensive and as effective as the full Registry, just passed by the Council.  All the 
information that is needed is the owner, the size of the rental unit (already a matter of record),  the 
tenancy’s start and the rent.  All this could be gathered with on-line registration, but Housing 
wants to increase manpower, know the tenant (some value their privacy), their comfort level, 
their treatment, and owners’ financing and overall worthiness. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



6. If the tenor of my words seems acerbic, it is because of my level of frustration with the ARO 
revisions.  I will close with some notations as to what might be a more democratic outcome. 

 
a. “Just Cause” was debated and the thought that a good tenant’s eviction is almost never, while 

a bad tenant survives to inflict more pain. The Council saw beyond the unlawful eviction 
claims and “did not vote to have Just Cause in the ARO.” Housing is engineering its inclusion 
in the tenant protection legislation, with punitive highlights. 

b. Originally the Council passed the idea of having the costs of any Housing employees split 
between owner and tenant. This gave the tenant skin in the game and a reason to be more 
careful in espousing the expansion of Housing’s expensive manpower. Because this system is 
designed to support itself, i.e. the owner, the City has no skin in the game either. Supposedly, 
the Registry, itself,  will cost $89 per unit and the City has raised the business tax on top of it. 
Who’s counting. 

c. The Council also exempted duplexes from ARO as it was under the original ARO, because of 
the nature of the new owner, the expense of property and the initial struggles of people of 
limited means. This is being resurrected again by a Council member so all the original 
demands by Housing be awarded. 

d. I recommend that Council Members attend one of the upcoming Housing community 
meetings to understand positions of both sides. 

e. The Council passed the Tenant Retaliation and Registry provisions without understanding 
how many positions would be added.  All Housing said was it hired a new supervisor to head 
an unknown number. 

f. It appears that Council has prematurely passed its responsibilities on to Housing. 
g. Council should call for a City Audit of the Housing Department’s 55 or so employees.  
h. All tenants under management by Housing should have the same rights, protections and 

restrictions as those imposed by the ARO. 
i. The upcoming community meetings on Retaliatory Protections and the Ellis Act, which was 

not discussed in the initial meetings, bear no witness to owner input. 
j. Stop the tenant notice change of 3% to 5%. If the vacancy is under 3% a 120day notice is 

required. Housing wants to use under 5%. Presently the rate is above 3% but under 5%.  
k. An audit should be held on the procedures of both pass-through provisions. “Reasonable, 

Allowable, Necessary expenditures are all decided by the Housing officer. 
l. The pass-through decisions should be decided by independent officers not Housing 

Department agents. 
m. Council should consider the financial savings in contractual services in ARO management. 

 

Respectfully submitted 

David O. Eisbach, Broker/Owner/Manager Amber Realty and Property Management  
   



ARO Ellis Act HCDC 3.2.17                                                                                                                                                        

Observations on the Ellis Act Discussion:   By David Eisbach 

I was impressed with the insightful delving into the Housing Department’s Ellis Act. I thank you. 
It was not really made clear by Housing what the procedure would be if we are talking about 
remodeling of smaller units a fourplex and for three months. The Commission slid into the 
assumption that the Ellis Act dealt only with destruction and new construction of a property. 
That may not be true, because some buildings might only have work done on individual units. 

1. I agreed with your realizing that past (12 months prior) tenants, who voluntarily left a 
unit, should not be awarded relocation benefits, and more importantly, if after using their 
phone number and email address they cannot be located, the City should not receive the 
full cost of relocation. 

2. I understand that the five year rental term at the original price plus the 5% for each year 
was explained well. In the case where 10 old units are replaced by 20 new units in a new 
building only 10 would be under the ARO.  

3. The three major languages should be on all forms. These forms should be printed by the 
City rather than have the expense and possibility of liability passed onto the owner.  

4. Figuring the relocation fees, the Commission recommended that six months be used in 
the figures and deposits were left as they are because of the volatile nature of deposits. It 
should be noted that the “averaged” rents were received from “Real Answers” a firm that 
tracks apartments with 50 unites and above. The ARO has only 9% of its apartments 50 
and above. 

5. The discussion allowing all tenants to remain in possession until the longest tenant (say 
one year) leaves. It was good it  didn’t pass because the complications of making certain 
that the remaining tenants would all leave on that appointed day invites disaster. 

6. The full return of a deposit was unfortunately passed, because not all Ellis removals call 
for the destruction of the existing units. If the tenants decide on some demolition of their 
own, the owner is out of luck. 

7. The program of transferring relocation money in an escrow account bears further 
discussion as the tenant receives, the basic assistance, the qualified assistance and the 
security deposit all before you leave the property. 

8. Unanswered was the question whether an unmarried household (three people) who 
qualified together to rent a unit, upon an Ellis eviction, should be treated as single low 
income persons each to receive relocation assistance. 

9. The idea that an owner could save some relocation money by offering a similar unit was 
discussed as it must be within a certain number of miles begs the issue that the outgoing 
tenant has some choice. Because the owner has to hire a Relocation Expert (undefined) at 
$2,000, what is not discussed is how many showings are adequate. Three, Five, Ten? 
When does the tenant choice have to become a reality? What is the owner’s/city’s 
liability? 
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Blue Copy of Ellis Act Observations 2.16.17 

The following comments coincide with the actual ordinance draft proposal by the section 
number. 

This is one of the most blatent bureaucratic concoctions to expand Housing positions that I 
have ever witnessed. The number of forms, promises of more, undefined costs and the 
weight thrown onto the backs of owners is a blueprint driven by punishment, 
discrimination, antagonism and distrust.  

The Ellis Act application is really based on large multi unit complexes. It is also influenced 
by San Francisco and Oakland, which allows a loophole for multiple unit residences to get 
around their ordinances.  If an owner had a four-unit building and wanted to upgrade with 
new kitchens and baths and needed two months to do this, this damning procedure would 
flatly dissuade him from going ahead, knowing that the age, school, disabled, dependents, 
infirmed, or low income could stretch this out to beyond one year. This Act forces an owner 
to hire an interpreter to help the tenant understand the Byzantine rules of the Housing 
Department and then take the liability for any misunderstanding. For the City to say that a 
one year lease can be arbitrarily enjoined is an outrage.  Housing’s misapplication of State 
Law to fit its needs is disingenuous and sad.   Housing uses the rental data from an 
unreliable source not reflective of ARO actual rents again and again thinking it will 
somehow become true. 

17.23.920 Definitions: 

K. Most leases have “a no subletting is permitted clause,” it is a signed contract under law. 
How has the City decided to protect a sublessee, subtenant, or tenant by sufferance (who 
are there unknown to the owner because the tenants have kept it secret)? 
 
M. Terminally ill means what…wait until death? 
 
J. Right to return. If the tenant returns at four years, can the rents be adjusted by the 
annual 5% rent raise? What does the post five year Right of First Refusal mean? 
 
H. Relocation Service, Housing notes low-income households, What does that mean? This 
coverage states the place to get this information. Why not give that right now? Does this 
mean   a household that is above the designation doesn’t get the relocation and other 
options? 
How about four single tenants in a household, each alone are low-income, but together they 
are above the designation. They are in the unit because they reach an income level 
necessary and are placed in the unit because of that qualification. What if only two want to 
rent back and the basic income requirements for even the original rents level,  two will not 
qualify. Will the City insist that the owner place two people who can’t pay the rent? 
 
17.23.930 General 
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17.23.930  
A.  Fees are to be collected in advance at filing. The costs are to be carried entirely by 
owners nothing by the City nothing from the tenants. Owners are required to give contact 
information from tenants, who left within the last twelve months. If contact doesn’t work, 
the City will take all the relocation fees.  
B.  The act of requiring owners to assess the understanding the English competency of 
tenants as part of the Ellis Act, shifts the interpretation of City Ordinances away from the 
City and on to the owner. This will open more liability and punitive action on the part of 
law and City. The tenant or the City should make arrangements for interpreters to explain 
their ordinance or furnish forms in the language required. 
C.  The total forms so far seem to be around a dozen. The mailings to all City, Tenants, 
appear to be double that and requiring that they be given again to a tenant is OK. But the 
owner should be receive a fair fee for this service. 
D.  Here is one section that has been partially thought out. With the indecisive timing 
involved with school children, aged persons, infirmed, low income, disabled and possibly 
non-English speaking, the actual work commencement would be the great question. It even 
complicates a rental agreement in a lease with a beginning and a specific end to the lease. 
Vacant units may have to be filled during the wait period.  
A thought: If an owner enters into a lease with a tenant for one year, with a starting and an 
end date, and it is signed by both, it is a binding contract. State law says that the owner 
need only say that he does not wish to make a new lease.  Is the City Ellis Act nullifying a 
legal contract?  What is the City’s authority? I wonder if the City has learned anything in 
the Police & Fire contract battles. 
E.  Yes a bureaucracy needs more forms 
F.   
 
17.23.940 Notices of Intent to Withdraw 
 
17.23.940: 
D. 2. The twelve months prior. State Law says an owner has 21 days to settle the disposition 
of the Security Deposit.  The forwarding address, where the tenant is to receive that deposit 
is usually the last time the owner hears from that tenant. The telephone numbers, the email 
addresses may change or the former tenant is out of the area. If this turns out to be a dead 
end, it is a grave injustice for the owner to be penalized. The Housing Department 
considers owners to be crooked, untrustworthy and deserving the consequences. 
Note: If Housing’s costs are completely borne by owners, why does the City need to take 
this questionable money? 
 
D. 5.  Since the City has made an ordinance, it is reasonable and just to conclude that the 
City should supply these forms in the applicable foreign languages and shoulder the 
liability of such practices. 
 
D. 6.  Since the City has stated that it will register present tenants (voluntarily) so they can 
notify them of a unit’s reentry into the market, they have the same information as the 
owners and the liability of that owner should be the City’s. 
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17.23.950   

A. 1  Relocation Assistance amount are paid up front with filing fees. Any Qualified 

Assistance (40% more) due pursuant to Section 17.23.950(C) (2)(a)-(d), must be deposited 

into escrow as soon as the completed Tenant Qualification Form has been verified by the 

Relocation Specialist and approved by the Director. 

A. 3 Owner must refund to Tenant any security deposit paid by the Tenant. If this means 

the return of the Deposit before the tenant exits and we are allowed to deduct damage 

costs, what happens when the tenant does damage after receiving the deposit and before he 

vacates the unit? 

B.    The owner sets up the escrow account, gives the tenant the relocation money, and the 

tenant claims the Qualified Assistance money (40% of Relocation Assistance) the day after 

he gives a 30 day notice. Note, the tanant has also been given the security deposit.  In thirty 

days, the tenant has not taken another rental, and is still is in the unit. Maybe he spent the 

money on car repairs. What then? What’s the City’s liability? The Owner’s, The 

Relocation Specialist, The Tenant? 

C. 1 In the graph called  titled "Relocation Benefit Matrix" The top line calls for three 
months rent; the rent is an average; the rent is taken from Real Answers 2016 Q3 

The stated averages are:    Studio $5,550;   1 Br $6825;   2 Br  $8478;  3 Br $10,239 
 
The monthly rent is:                      $1,850            $2,275            $2826           $  3,413 
 
Questions:  
1.  What is "Real Answers" and what is their data source? I suspect it is a 50 unit base, or 
Census Bureau 
2.   Why does Housing use an average?  
3.   Why not actual rents since anyone under the Ellis Act will have to furnish actual rents, 
under threat of perjury, damages, and arrest? 
4.   If an average is used, what is the total number of units involved? 
5.   If an average is used why not include the median as well. I suspect the average is more 
attractive to tenants.                   
6.   If by Housing’s admission, they do not know what rents are in the ARO how do they 
claim certainty here? 
 
This is just another example of Housing skewing numbers to suit their purposes. 
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C. 2. a. is it not strange that Housing uses the following as a solid income level and makes 
no effort to actually place a figure/s to give anyone a clue as to cost?  lower income 
households, as defined in Health and Safety Code Section 50079.5 and annually listed, as 
adjusted for household size, by the regulations of the State Housing and Community 
Development Department for the County of Santa Clara. 

D. 2  Owner must, at its own expense, hire a relocation specialist with experience in 

providing relocation services to tenants in the San José area. The Owner must obtain the 

Director’s approval. If the Director approves of a relocation service provider and it turns 

out badly, what then? What if the tenant does not reasonably accept a unit, a number of 

units, What then? 

 

Submitted by Dave Eisbach 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Nadia Aziz < >
Sent: Friday, March 03, 2017 2:38 PM
To: EllisAct
Cc: The Office of Mayor Sam Liccardo; District1; District2; District3; District4; District5; District 6; District7; 

District8; District9; District 10; City Clerk
Subject: Comments to the Ellis Act Ordinance from SV Renter's Rights Coalition
Attachments: SVRRC_letter re Ellis 3_3_17[1].pdf

Dear Mayor, City Council, and Staff: 
  
Please see the attachments about the Ellis Act Ordinance from the SV Renter's Rights Coalition.  We look forward to 
discussing the comments further with you all. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Nadia Aziz 
Senior Attorney 
Law Foundation of Silicon Valley 



 
 
 
 

  
 

 

Comments to the Ellis Act

The Silicon Valley Renters’ Rights Coalition strongly 
displacement of low-income tenants, and provide concrete disincentives to keep rent
housing on the market.  We support the 
Ordinance.  The Coalition believes tha
ensure no net loss of housing units affordable to current residents
of low-income residents of San Jose
option for landlords; and d) promote tenant ownership of housing as an alternative to 
displacement. 

In view of these goals, we suggest the following changes in order to make the Ellis Act 
Ordinance stronger and to fully prevent the displacement of low
rent-controlled housing in place.  
amended in the following ways: 

1. The Ellis Act Ordinance Should A
Demolished. 

2. The Relocation Benefits 
the Ellis Act Ordinance, and 
Families in San Jose.

3. Non-Profit Developers and 
of Refusal Before an

4. The Ellis Act Ordinance Must Include Stronger Penalties for Non

We support the staff recommendations and the proposed Ellis Act Ordinance, but 
recommend the four amendments enumerated below.

1. The Ellis Act Ordinance 
that Will Be Renovated or Demolished.

In order to protect the vast 
cover any unit that will undergo renovations or will be demolished, and not be limited to 
situations where an entire property undergoes renovation or demolitions.  Many properties in San 
Jose are multi-building apartment complexes

  

Ellis Act Ordinance from the SV Renter’s Rights Coalition

The Silicon Valley Renters’ Rights Coalition strongly supports policies that prevent the 
income tenants, and provide concrete disincentives to keep rent

housing on the market.  We support the staff recommendations and the proposed Ellis Act 
believes that the Ellis Act Ordinance must have the following goals

ensure no net loss of housing units affordable to current residents; b) ensure no net displacement 
income residents of San Jose; and c) disincentivize and discourage displacement as an 

and d) promote tenant ownership of housing as an alternative to 

, we suggest the following changes in order to make the Ellis Act 
prevent the displacement of low-income tenants and keep 

controlled housing in place.  We strongly believe that the Ellis Act Ordinance 
 

The Ellis Act Ordinance Should Apply to any ARO Units that are Renovated or 

enefits and Services Provided to Tenants Must be 
rdinance, and Must be Sufficient Enough to Keep L

amilies in San Jose. 
evelopers and Tenant Organizations Should be Given a F

efore an ARO property is Sold. 
The Ellis Act Ordinance Must Include Stronger Penalties for Non

We support the staff recommendations and the proposed Ellis Act Ordinance, but 
ur amendments enumerated below. 

Ellis Act Ordinance Should Apply to Any Units of Buildings of Properties 
that Will Be Renovated or Demolished. 

In order to protect the vast majority of tenants, the Ellis Act Ordinance provisions should 
cover any unit that will undergo renovations or will be demolished, and not be limited to 
situations where an entire property undergoes renovation or demolitions.  Many properties in San 

apartment complexes.  There could be many circumstance where just one 

Ordinance from the SV Renter’s Rights Coalition 

supports policies that prevent the 
income tenants, and provide concrete disincentives to keep rent-controlled 

staff recommendations and the proposed Ellis Act 
t the Ellis Act Ordinance must have the following goals: a) 

b) ensure no net displacement 
and c) disincentivize and discourage displacement as an 

and d) promote tenant ownership of housing as an alternative to 

, we suggest the following changes in order to make the Ellis Act 
tenants and keep 

Ellis Act Ordinance should be 

Units that are Renovated or 

ust be Specified in 
Sufficient Enough to Keep Low-iIncome 

Organizations Should be Given a First Right 

The Ellis Act Ordinance Must Include Stronger Penalties for Non-Compliance. 

We support the staff recommendations and the proposed Ellis Act Ordinance, but 

Should Apply to Any Units of Buildings of Properties 

provisions should 
cover any unit that will undergo renovations or will be demolished, and not be limited to 
situations where an entire property undergoes renovation or demolitions.  Many properties in San 

.  There could be many circumstance where just one 
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building in a multi-building apartment complex are renovated.  Tenants living in those buildings 
should also get the protections of the Ellis Act Ordinance include limiting evictions to good 
cause and relocation payments. 

2. The Relocation Benefits and services provided to tenants must be specified in the 
ordinance, and must be sufficient enough to keep low-income families in San 
Jose. 

As currently drafted, the Ellis Act Ordinance could give the City Council discretion to 
determine on a case by case basis the formula for relocation benefits that displaced residents 
receive.  We strongly believe that the Ellis Act Ordinance specify exactly what type of benefits 
displaced families received so all displaced families are treated equally.  Additionally, it will 
ensure that displaced families receive the maximum relocation assistance possible. 

Second, displaced families who qualify for “qualified assistance” should receive multiple 
benefit allotments if they meet multiple categories.  The Ellis Act Ordinance provides a 
“qualified assistance” for certain families; specifically if anyone in the household is disabled or 
has a catastrophic illness, low-income, elderly, or has school-age children.  Displaced families 
with multiple qualifying conditions, for example a family that includes school-age childrenand a 
person with a disability should get multiple qualified assistance benefits. 

Third, the Ellis Act Ordinance must provide enough relocation benefits to keep low-
income residents in their communities.  As drafted, the Ellis Act Ordinance does not provide for 
a rent differential for those tenants who qualify under “Qualified Assistance.”  We strongly 
encourage the City to include a rent differential, whereby landlords would be required to pay the 
difference in rent between market rate and what the tenant was payingfor a tenant for as long as 
necessary to keep a displaced tenant's new rent affordable but subject to the allowable per annum 
increases for ARO properties.  Many  low-income tenants who will be displaced will have 
nowhere to go as the number of rent-controlled units in San Jose diminish.  We are especially 
concerned with the current crisis of the flooding and the fate of those families who were 
evacuated from rent control buildings that suffered much damage. The comparison of the 
proposed relocation benefits in San Jose to other cities shows that San Jose has a much lower 
relocation benefit than other cities, although it is one of the most expensive cities in California.  
Having a rent differential will allow tenants a longer period of time to find an affordable unit to 
rent and will ease the financial burden on low-income tenants.  Additionally, the benefit for  a 
security deposit must be the actual amount a resident pays for a security deposit.  The suggest 
security deposit allowance in the matrix of $500-700 is much lower than most tenants pay. 
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Lastly, the responsibilities of the relocation specialist must be specified in the ordinance.  
The Ellis Act Ordinance must describe what type of services the relocation specialist must 
provide, how tenants can access such assistance, and consequences and penalties for failing to 
provide adequate services. 

3. Non-Profit Developers and Tenant Groups Must be Given a First Right of 
Refusal if the Property is To be Sold. 

We strongly encourage the City to adopt a policy that will give a first right of refusal 
when an ARO property is being sold to a non-profit developer and/or tenant organizations who 
will keep the property affordable.  In the mobile home park context, the City has a mandated 
period of good faith negotiations for resident organizations who wish to purchase a mobile home 
park before it is converted to another use.  Similarly, the City should encourage the preservation 
of ARO units by giving non-profit developers and tenant organizations the first right to purchase 
the property and a mandated negotiation period. 

4. The Ellis Act Ordinance Must Include Stronger Penalties for Non-Compliance. 

We encourage the City to strengthen the civil and criminal penalties for non-compliance 
to encourage compliance with the Ellis Act Ordinance.  As currently drafted, criminal penalties 
are limited to $500.00 for the first offense, and a $1000.00 fine for any subsequent offense.  
There are no specific civil penalties.  We strongly encourage the City to increase these penalties 
for non-compliance, and to attach a penalty for each violation of the Ordinance, including 
assessing a penalty for each unit where an owner fails to comply with the Ellis Act Ordinance.   

5. Conclusion 

We support the staff recommendations to the Ellis Act Ordinance.  Given the age of ARO 
properties in San Jose, the Ellis Act Ordinance is important to keep units affordable and prevent 
the displacement of low-income residents.  We believe that San Jose will benefit from a strong 
Ellis Act Ordinance that includes the Coalition’s suggest changes.  We also strongly believe that 
an Ellis Act Ordinance would function most effectively with a just cause eviction ordinance, as 
both ordinances are necessary to prevent the displacement of low-income families from San Jose. 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Jane Zhang <
Sent: Friday, March 03, 2017 2:16 PM
To: EllisAct
Subject: NO to San Jose Ellis Act

 
 

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our 
intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability 
of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, 
thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the 
city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Bing Liu 
Sent: Friday, March 03, 2017 1:28 PM
To: EllisAct
Subject: Ellis Act

 
 
Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause 
protection to the tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full 
year in advance of our intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance 
would also hurt the resale ability of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent 
owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for 
one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ 
compromise, the council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control 
Ordinance. I don't understand why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not 
respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis 
Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, which is what an 
owner should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city 
should treat hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the 
council, thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the 
redevelopment in the city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a 
property owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
Bing Liu 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Morris Si 
Sent: Friday, March 03, 2017 12:12 PM
To: EllisAct
Subject: San Jose Ellis Act

Dear Department of Housing, 

 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of 
just cause protection to the tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision 
requires me to know a full year in advance of our intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an 
unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability of my property as 
this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down 
the requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a 
notice to intent to withdraw the property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all 
parties’ compromise, the council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of 
the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand why this is brought up again? What is the 
reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being 
drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, 
which is what an owner should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the 
market years after years. The city should treat hundreds and thousands of mom and pop 
owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor 
voted by the council, thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely 
discourage or kill the redevelopment in the city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long 
run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want 
to stay as a property owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Property owner 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: George Ren 
Sent: Friday, March 03, 2017 11:18 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: Save Costa-Hawkins

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our 
intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability 
of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the 
requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the 
property is served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all?  
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act.  
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  
 
As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, 
thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the 
city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
  
Sincerely, 
Sijia Wu 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Bridget Wu 
Sent: Friday, March 03, 2017 10:21 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: Say No to AB1506

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection to the 
tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of our intent 
to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale ability of my 
property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement 
that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the property is 
served. 
 
In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, the 
council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't understand 
why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your department at all? 
 
Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act. 
 
The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, which is what an owner 
should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should treat 
hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly. 
 
As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the council, thus 
they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment in the city, and 
make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners! 
 
A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a property 
owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
 
Sincerely, 
Property owner 

Bridget Wu 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Julia Wang 
Sent: Friday, March 03, 2017 9:51 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: Ellis Act

Dear Department of Housing， 
 
          Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause protection 
to the tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full year in advance of 
our intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance would also hurt the resale 
ability of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent owner too...I urge you to strike down 
the requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw 
the property is served. 
 
           In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ compromise, 
the council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control Ordinance. I don't 
understand why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not respected by your 
department at all? 
 
           Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis Act. 
 
         The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component ‐‐‐ Means Tested, which is what an 
owner should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city should 
treat hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly. 
 
          As for “Re‐Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the 
council, thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the redevelopment 
in the city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners! 
 
        A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a 
property owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Julia 
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Nguyen, Viviane

From: Frank Dai 
Sent: Friday, March 03, 2017 8:46 AM
To: EllisAct
Subject: San Jose Ellis Act

Dear Department of Housing， 

  

Under the proposal of enacting Ellis Act, a property owner is required to provide one year of just cause 
protection to the tenant prior to filing a notice of intent to withdraw. This provision requires me to know a full 
year in advance of our intent to utilize the Ellis Act. This is really an unreasonable expectation. This ordinance 
would also hurt the resale ability of my property as this one year requirement would impact the subsequent 
owner too...I urge you to strike down the requirement that "good cause protection" be provided to tenants for 
one year prior a notice to intent to withdraw the property is served. 

  

In April, 2016, with over a dozen community meetings, numerous community input and all parties’ 
compromise, the council finally reached a consensus decision for all the key factors of the new Rent Control 
Ordinance. I don't understand why this is brought up again? What is the reason that city council's decision is not 
respected by your department at all?  

  

Relocation Assistance Ordinance was part of the council’s decision too, which is now being drafted as Ellis 
Act.  

  

The San Jose Housing Department’s draft proposal missed a key component --- Means Tested, which is what an 
owner should have after subsidy the society by keeping the rents below the market years after years. The city 
should treat hundreds and thousands of mom and pop owners fairly.  

  

As for “Re-Control” & “Return to the Market”, these two items have never been mentioned nor voted by the 
council, thus they shall be eliminated. Adding these into the ordinance will largely discourage or kill the 
redevelopment in the city, and make San Jose a rundown city in a long run. Property owners are not prisoners!  

  

A good law is to protect all people and to treat all people equally. A bad law makes no one want to stay as a 
property owner. Who wants to be a prisoner? Do you? 
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Sincerely, 

Property owner, Frank 
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