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250 FRANK OGAWA PLAZA, SUITE 5313 
OAKLAND, CA 94612 

CITY OF OAKLAND 

Department of Housing and Community Development 
Rent Adjustment Program 

CASE NUMBERS: 

· HEARING DECISION

T17-0494, Worekneh v. Lankford
T18-0035, Worekneh v. Lankford
T18-0079, Worekneh v. Lankford

PROPERTY ADDRESS: 2116 High Street, #6, Oakland, CA 

DATES OF HEARING: June 8, 2018, August 23, 2018 

DATE OF INSPECTION: August 23, 2018 

DATE OF DECISION: December 12, 2018 

APPEARANCES: Muluken Worekneh, Tenant 

TEL (510) 238-3721 
FAX (510) 238-6181 
TDD (510) 238-3254 

Leah Simon-Weisberg, Attorney for Tenant 
Sara Asefaw, Amharic Interpreter 

SUMMARY OF DECISION 

The tenant's petitions are granted in part. 

CONTENTIONS OF THE PARTIES 

The tenant filed three petitions. In case T17-0494, the petition was filed on August 28, 
2017, and claimed decreased housing services relating to the imposition of a parking 
charge of $75.00 a month. In this case the tenant alleged that he had never received the 
form Notice to Tenants of the Rent Adjustment Program (RAP Notice.) 

In case T18-0035, the petition was filed on December 13, 2017. The tenant contested a 
rent increase effective January 1, 2018, of 10% of the rent. (According to the petition, the 
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supported by substantial evidence, and that Tenant is lying.11 For the reasons below, Tenant 

respectfully requests that Owner's appeal be denied. 

Argument 

Owner Fails to Demonstrate that the Hearing Officer's Dedsion Violates Local. State. or 

Federal Law 

Owner's appeal is vague, but she appears to cot)tend that the Hearing Officer's decision 

violates federal, state, or.local law, because she believes that a 60-day notice, per state law, is 

sufficient on its own to impose a rent increase. 12 Owner fails to meet her burden of clearly 

setting forth the rationale for her contention that the Hearing Officer's decision does hot comply 

with the law. 13Moreover, she ignores local law regarding how to notice rent increases, and how 

much a property owner can increase a tenant's· rent. The Board should reject Owner's argument. 
•---.,, 

Decision is Supported by Substantial Evidence 

In· contending that substantial evidence does not support the Hearing Officer's decision, 

2 0 . Owner appears to rely on vague assertions that Tenant is lying. 14 Once again, Owner fails to 
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meet her burden of clearly setting forth the rationale for her appeal. 15 Moreover, Owner received 

notice and multiple opportunities to respond to the petitions at issue, yet failed to do so. 16 Owner 

is now improperly asking the Board to consider new evidence in the form of her testimony at an 

appeal hearing and the factual contentions in her moving papers. 17 Further, substantial evidence 

supports the Hearing Officer's decision, as she considered conclusive findings from a previous 
. 

. 
. ,..,_, 

11 See Appeal at 1-2. 
12 See Appeal p. I, 4. 
13 See O.M.C. Reg. 8.22.120 Al. 
14 See Appeal p. I, 4-5. 
15 See O.M.C. Reg. 8.22.120 A.1. 
16 See Decision p. 2-4. 
11 See O.M.C. Reg. 8.22.120 F. 
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case, credible testimony, documentary evidence including photographs and rent receipts, and 

personal observations from her own inspection of Tenant's unit. 18 The Board should find that 

substantial evidence supports the Hearing Officer's decision. 

Conclusion 

In light of the aforementioned, Tenant respectfully requests a ruling that upholds the 

December 12, 2018·hearing decisionbecause:· · ····

(1) The Hearing Officer's decision does riot violate local, state, or federal law; and

(2) The decision is supported by substantial evidence.

Additionally, this appeal should be resolved on an expedited basis. O:wner has a history of 

filing appeals in: cases brought by Tenant and then failing to appear for the appeal hearings. 

Moreover, Owner recently mailed a letter to the undersigned's office stating that she does not 

"have to answer to you or [the] re11t board." 19 This appealis a delay tactic intended to prejudice 

Tenant and delay the implementation of the Hearing Officer's decision. Tenant therefore 

respectfully requests that the HRRRB hear this appeal as soon as possible to avoid further 

prejudice to Tenant. 

23 
Date: January 11, 2019 Respectfully Submitted, 
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18 See Decision p. 5-7 and Case No. Tl?-0103. 

arah M. Winfield 
CENTRO LEGAL DE LA RAZA 
Attorney for Tenant Muluken Worekneh 

19 A true and correct copy of the letter is attached hereto. 
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