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INTRODUCTION 

1. During a 52-day period in the summer of 2025 where both of the elevators were out of 

service at a 6-story residential building, elderly, disabled and health impaired tenants were either 

stranded in their homes or forced to endure the pain of climbing up to six flights of stairs multiple 

times a day. These tenants lived in fear of being unable to escape from the building in the event of 

an emergency. 

2. This elevator outage occurred because of repeated failures to maintain and repair the two 

elevators at the 98-unit building located at 184 13th Street in Oakland, California (“La Peralta”) by 

Defendant THE MOSSER COMPANIES, INC., the property manager and one of Northern 

California’s largest housing providers, 184 13TH STREET ASSOCIATES, LLC, the property 

owner, and Defendant NEVEO MOSSER, the alter ego of both corporations (collectively with 

Defendant DOES 1–50, “Defendants”). 

3. Because the elevators in their 6-story residential building were out of order for over 24 

hours, the Oakland Elevator Maintenance in Residential Buildings Ordinance required Defendants 

to 1) give notice to tenants about the inoperable elevators and their plans to make repairs and 

2) proactively provide alternative housing to those with impaired ability to use the stairs. 

Throughout the nearly two-month elevator outage, Defendants failed to comply with any of these 

requirements, jeopardizing the health and safety of their tenants. 

4. Defendants did not restore service to the La Peralta elevators until after tenants and the 

City of Oakland repeatedly demanded repairs and the outage attracted negative media coverage. 

5. The Summer 2025 elevator outage was not an isolated incident at La Peralta; it is part of 

Defendants’ dangerous pattern of refusing to conduct regular maintenance of their elevators, 

causing repeated emergency rescue events. In just one year, from 2024 to 2025, the Oakland Fire 

Department freed tenants trapped in La Peralta’s elevators fourteen times. 

6. THE MOSSER COMPANIES, INC., a sophisticated real estate company that owns and 

operates over 3000 rental units, has a well-documented history of failing to maintain and repair 

elevators at many of their other properties. This behavior is precisely why the City of Oakland 

enacted the Oakland Elevator Maintenance in Residential Buildings Ordinance (“Elevator 
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Ordinance”) in 2024: to prevent the indignity and danger caused when vulnerable tenants cannot 

access or leave their homes due to an elevator outage and to hold landlords accountable when they 

disregard these harms. 

7. Alongside the Elevator Ordinance violations, Defendants also fail to address basic 

warranty of habitability violations and security issues for La Peralta’s tenants in violation of 

Oakland tenant protections. Since taking over the property in April 2022, Defendants have left La 

Peralta without a required on-site manager, leaving the building effectively unmanaged during 

evenings, nights, and weekends when emergencies routinely occur. Defendants have allowed 

cockroach infestations to persist in common areas and have also failed to adequately secure the 

property, allowing non-residents to access common areas resulting in repeated thefts. The City’s 

Planning and Building Department Code Enforcement Services Unit (“Code Enforcement”) has 

independently documented fire damage, water intrusion, and structural deficiencies across multiple 

enforcement cases since November 2023, several of which remain unresolved years after 

Defendants were first notified. 

8. Defendants’ egregious housing law violations occur amidst an unprecedented housing 

crisis affecting the Bay Area and which disproportionately impacts Oakland’s most vulnerable 

residents, including its low-income tenants and tenants with disabilities. 

9. Through their inaction, Defendants have presented vulnerable Oakland tenants with an 

impossible choice: remain in unsafe housing or risk losing rent-controlled homes and becoming 

unhoused. 

10. The City of Oakland brings this action to enforce Oakland’s Elevator Ordinance 

(Oakland Municipal Code [“OMC”] § 8.72 et seq.); Oakland’s Tenant Protection Ordinance (OMC 

§ 8.22.600 et seq.); Oakland’s Just Cause for Eviction Ordinance (OMC § 8.22.300 et seq.); the 

Civil Protection of the People of Oakland Ordinance (OMC § 1.10 et seq.), and local Public 

Nuisance under Oakland laws (OMC § 1.08 et seq., 1.10 et seq., 8.22 et seq., 8.24 et seq., 15.08 et 

seq.) to hold Defendants accountable for their violations, and protect La Peralta tenants from 

further harm. 

/ / / 
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PARTIES AND SUBJECT PROPERTY 

Plaintiff 

11. Plaintiff the City of Oakland is a municipal corporation and a charter city, organized 

and existing under the laws of the State of California. 

12. Plaintiff the City has authority to bring this action pursuant to the powers conferred 

upon it by the Oakland City Charter, the Oakland Municipal Code, and the State of California. 

Defendants 

13. Defendant 184 13TH STREET ASSOCIATES, LLC (“184 13TH STREET 

ASSOCIATES”) is a limited liability company formed in Delaware and headquartered in 

California. 

14. 184 13TH STREET ASSOCIATES owns La Peralta. 

15. Based upon information and belief and each corporation’s filings with the California 

Secretary of State, 184 13TH STREET ASSOCIATES is controlled by Oak RC Pool REIT LLC, 

which in turn is controlled by Mosser Capital I, LLC, which in turn is controlled by Mosser 

Funding, LLC, which in turn is controlled by Mosser Group Holdings LLC over which Defendant 

NEVEO MOSSER exercises exclusive control. 

16. Mosser Group Holdings LLC is a manager-managed limited liability corporation for 

which NEVEO MOSSER is the manager. He is the sole signatory on the Operating Agreement for 

the corporation. 

17. Upon information and belief, NEVEO MOSSER was involved with and exercised 

control over each layer of corporate entities allegedly separating him from 184 13TH STREET 

ASSOCIATES. 

18. For instance, he signed the filing application with the California Secretary of State on 

behalf of 184 13TH STREET ASSOCIATES and identified himself as a member of Mosser 

Funding, LLC to the California Secretary of State. 

19. Defendant THE MOSSER COMPANIES, INC. (“MOSSER INC.”) is a corporation, 

formed in California and headquartered in San Francisco. 

/ / / 
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20. NEVEO MOSSER is the CEO of MOSSER INC. and, upon information and belief, 

controls MOSSER INC. 

21. Upon information and belief, MOSSER INC. has managed La Peralta at all times since 

184 13TH STREET ASSOCIATES acquired the property. 

22. 184 13TH ASSOCIATES, as the owner of La Peralta, entered into an agreement with 

MOSSER INC. for property management services. 

23. This agreement established a principal-agent relationship between the two entities, such 

that 184 13TH STREET ASSOCIATES is liable for, and has ratified, the actions and inactions of 

its agent, MOSSER INC. 

24. MOSSER INC. and 184 13TH STREET ASSOCIATES share a unified office address 

(308 Jessie Street, San Francisco, CA) and a unified registered agent (Mario N. Dahdah) who upon 

information and belief also serves as their attorney. 

25. Upon information and belief, NEVEO MOSSER is the alter ego of MOSSER INC. and 

184 13TH STREET ASSOCIATES. These entities are part of a sophisticated, integrated business 

structure owned, dominated, and controlled by NEVEO MOSSER. NEVEO MOSSER exercises 

such complete domination and control over these entities that they have ceased to function as 

independent enterprises. 

26. Despite periodic attempts to rotate named managers in public filings, NEVEO 

MOSSER has remained the ultimate decision-maker and controlling mind of these entities. 

27. Upon information and belief, NEVEO MOSSER disregarded the corporate form and 

commingled assets of these corporate entities, including, for instance, moving tens of millions of 

dollars from Mosser Group Holdings LLC to MOSSER INC. 

28. Upon information and belief, MOSSER INC. and 184 13TH STREET ASSOCIATES 

have been operated as a façade for the personal business and real estate interests of NEVEO 

MOSSER; they do not have independent operational authority. Piercing the corporate veil of these 

entities would prevent fraud and injustice, as NEVEO MOSSER is using their corporate status to 

insulate himself from the liabilities connected to his failure to provide habitable living conditions 

at La Peralta. 
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29. Defendants DOES ONE through FIFTY, whether individual, corporate, associate,

representative, alter ego or otherwise, are sued under fictitious names pursuant to Code of Civil 

Procedure section 474, as their true names and capacities are currently unknown to the City. The 

City will amend this complaint when their true names and capacities are ascertained. The City is 

informed and believes, and on that basis alleges, that each of Defendants DOES ONE through 

FIFTY—whether individual, corporate, associate, representative, or alter ego or otherwise of the 

named Defendants—is responsible in some manner for committing the acts alleged in this 

Complaint. 

Subject Property 

30. The subject property, La Peralta, Assessor’s Parcel Number 2-79-6 is located at 184

13th Street Oakland, California. 

31. La Peralta was built on or around 1920.

32. La Peralta is a six-story residential rental complex with a basement.

33. La Peralta houses 98 total units—93 residential units and five commercial units.

Residential units occupy the first through sixth floors. 

34. La Peralta’s laundry facilities for tenants are in the basement, and waste disposal is on

the first floor. There is no trash chute. 

35. La Peralta’s residents rely on two elevators—one freight and one passenger—both of

which are designed to service the basement through the fifth floor. 

36. La Peralta is situated in a high-demand transit corridor three blocks from Lake Merritt,

a neighborhood where one-bedroom units command an average monthly rent of $2,495.1 

37. At least several of the tenants at La Peralta have disabilities.

38. Upon information and belief, most of La Peralta’s tenants are subject to the Rent

Adjustment Ordinance’s yearly rent increase limits. (Oakland Municipal Code, § 8.22.010 et seq.) 

VENUE AND JURISDICTION 

39. This Court is the proper venue because La Peralta and the Defendants’ conduct are all

located or occurred within the City of Oakland, Alameda County, California. 

1 Rentable, https://www.rentable.co/oakland-ca/neighborhoods/merritt (last visited Aug.10, 2026). 
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40. This is an unlimited civil case because the amount demanded exceeds $35,000.

41. This Court has jurisdiction over this action pursuant to the California Constitution,

Article VI, Section 10, because this case is a cause not given by statute to other trial courts. 

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 

42. MOSSER INC. currently owns and operates a real estate portfolio of over 3,000 rental

apartment units in California. 

43. MOSSER INC. advertises itself as a “highly experienced leader in rent-stabilized urban

community housing.”2 

44. 184 13TH STREET ASSOCIATES has owned La Peralta since April 2022.

45. MOSSER INC. has served as a property manager, operator, and/or agent of 184 13TH

STREET ASSOCIATES for La Peralta since April 2022. 

46. Upon information and belief, Defendants have a business practice of frequently failing

to make timely repairs. 

47. Upon information and belief, Defendants have a business practice of frequently failing

to make adequate repairs. 

48. Upon information and belief, Defendants have a business practice of failing to engage

in adequate elevator maintenance at its properties. 

49. Upon information and belief, Defendants have a business practice of failing to repair

dysfunctional elevators. 

50. Upon information and belief, Defendants’ refusal to make timely and adequate repairs

and engage in adequate elevator maintenance are intended to (1) keep expenses low and (2) coerce 

existing, rent-stabilized tenants to move out without adhering to eviction laws, allowing 

Defendants to lease to new tenants at higher rental rates. 

51. Upon information and belief, Defendants raised rents on rent stabilized tenants even

when housing services have been reduced. 

52. The following paragraphs specifically detail unlawful business practices and violations

of local laws by Defendants at La Peralta. 

2 Mosser Living, About,  https://www.mosserliving.com/about/ (last visited Aug. 10, 2026). 
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The Summer 2025 Elevator Outage 

53. Upon information and belief, the freight elevator at La Peralta broke down as early as 

May 30, 2025, and remained out of service thereafter. 

54. On or about June 28, 2025, the building’s passenger elevator also went out of service. 

With both elevators simultaneously non-functional, La Peralta residents were left without a 

working elevator for 52 days, until August 18, 2025 (hereafter “Summer 2025 Elevator Outage”). 

55. Upon information and belief, Defendants’ agents had notice that both elevators were 

out of service at latest by June 30, 2025. 

56. Several tenants notified Defendants of the elevator malfunctions, but Defendants’ 

response to the outage was inadequate and delayed. 

57. Defendants did not make repairs within 24-hours of becoming aware of the outage, as 

required by law. 

58. Defendants also failed to provide the legally required direct, written notice to tenants of 

the unanticipated inoperability of the elevators and post notices next to the elevators with the 

expected date, time, and duration of repairs. 

59. Defendants also did not provide tenants with notice of their right to alternative housing 

and instructions on how to request it. 

60. Instead, throughout the elevator outage period, Defendants sent tenants sporadic emails 

that contained limited information. Some tenants reported not receiving these emails or not having 

access to an email account. 

61. Defendants’ first building-wide response to complaints about the elevator outage 

occurred on July 9, 2025, eleven days after the outage began, when Defendants emailed La 

Peralta’s residents and notified them that the elevators were out of service and that they would 

remain so until further notice. 

62. Upon information and belief, Defendants’ communication was sent exclusively via 

email and was not posted on individual tenant doors. 

/ / / 

/ / / 
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63. The email stated that elderly and disabled tenants could contact the resident relations

team via that same email address for relocation options, but it did not provide a telephone number 

for inquiries. 

64. The correspondence did not contain information regarding a tenant’s statutory right to

alternative housing or provide instructions other than the email contact. For tenants who do not 

have email, do not regularly access email, or lack the technological literacy to navigate digital 

correspondence, this method of communication and the failure to provide a telephone contact 

rendered the information inaccessible. 

65. Several disabled tenants attempted to contact Defendants by phone and e-mail to

request relocation assistance. For the most tenacious tenants, Defendants only offered to move 

them to different buildings at their own expense. The less-resourced residents did not get a 

response. 

66. On July 31, 2025, and again on August 8, 2025, the City Attorney formally demanded

that Defendants repair the elevators at La Peralta. 

67. Defendants never provided the City with a repair timeline or any details about their

repair plan. 

68. Upon information and belief, Defendants did not pay its elevator maintenance

contractors, causing significant and avoidable delays in repair. 

69. Upon information and belief, it was this nonpayment—not any shortage of parts or

labor out of Defendants’ control—that prolonged the outage. 

70. On August 5, 2025, the 38th day of the outage, ABC 7 News ran a story on the elevator

outages in the building.3 

71. Upon information and belief, it was the resulting media coverage and scrutiny that

finally prompted Defendants to undertake serious repair efforts. 

72. On August 7, 2025, after 40 days without functioning elevators, MOSSER INC.

emailed tenants that they expected the necessary elevator parts to arrive within three to five 

3 Noyes, Dan. Elevator not working for 5 weeks, ABC 7 News (Aug 4. 2025)  https://abc7news.com/post/elevator-not-
working-5-weeks-oakland-apartment-building-tenants-turn-team/17444876/ (last visited: Aug. 10, 2026).
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business days and that repairs would be completed as quickly as possible. 

73. Though the August 7, 2025 email stated that Defendants would be providing an on-site

building manager to help tenants with obtaining packages, groceries and laundry, it failed to 

provide any contact information for this person, making it impossible for tenants who were unable 

to leave their homes to request these services. 

74. Upon information and belief, Defendant ultimately did not provide an on-site building

manager. 

75. The elevators were restored to service on or about August 18, 2025.

76. Tenants were immediately and severely impacted by the Summer 2025 Elevator

Outage. 

77. For residents without mobility limitations, the nearly two-month outage was exhausting

and disruptive. For those with disabilities, it was isolating and dangerous. 

A. Summer 2025 Elevator Outage Impacts on Unit 406 Tenant

78. The Unit 406 Tenant is disabled and has been diagnosed with Chronic Obstructive

Pulmonary Disease, emphysema, and asthma. On a daily basis she experiences shortness of breath, 

wheezing, chest tightness, and fatigue. It is challenging for her to walk or talk much. The Unit 406 

Tenant lives on the fourth floor of La Peralta. 

79. The Unit 406 Tenant moved to La Peralta in 2024 from a different property owned

and/or operated by MOSSER INC. in San Francisco, CA. She was forced to move out of her home 

when MOSSER INC. repeatedly failed to maintain and repair the elevator at that property. At one 

point during her tenancy the San Francisco property’s elevator was out of order for three months 

straight. At another time the tenant was trapped in that elevator for several hours. 

80. After the Unit 406 Tenant repeatedly requested repairs and reasonable accommodations

at her San Francisco home, MOSSER INC. offered her a unit in La Peralta. MOSSER INC. and 

NEVEO MOSSER did not provide any assistance or relocation fees for the move. 

81. Within a short time of moving into La Peralta in 2024, the Unit 406 Tenant found

herself again dealing with an unreliable building elevator that frequently broke down for days and 

weeks at a time. 
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82. During the Summer 2025 Elevator Outage the Unit 406 Tenant was forced to climb 

four flights of stairs to get home, an ordeal that required her to stop and rest for ten to fifteen 

minutes between each landing just to recover her breath. 

83. The Unit 406 Tenant had to rely on her brother to regularly travel to La Peralta to 

handle chores as routine as taking out her garbage. She also began paying extra to have meals 

delivered to her door rather than leaving her unit to shop or eat. 

84. After repeatedly notifying La Peralta staff of the Summer 2025 Elevator Outage and 

her need for accommodations without any response, the Unit 406 Tenant went to MOSSER INC.’s 

San Francisco office to ask for repairs. At the office, she knocked on the door for over thirty 

minutes until she was let inside. Once inside, MOSSER INC. employees admitted to her that staff 

had been avoiding answering the door because journalists were asking questions about La Peralta’s 

elevator problems. The Unit 406 Tenant again raised her medical needs and requested 

accommodations. 

85. Only after this direct confrontation did MOSSER INC. show any movement towards 

providing the Unit 406 Tenant accommodations. But their only offer was for her to move herself to 

a smaller unit in an Oakland building at the same rent. The leasing agent still tried to charge her a 

fresh application fee and a new security deposit. The Unit 406 Tenant did not accept this offer. 

86. On October 30, 2025, the Unit 406 Tenant informed Defendants’ agent that litigation 

related to the 2025 Summer Elevator Outage was forthcoming. 

87. Soon after that notice, MOSSER INC. offered that the Unit 406 Tenant could move to a 

unit at another property located at 421 East 18th Street, again at her own expense. She moved to 

that property but eventually learned that building also has a long history of elevator failures. 

B. Summer 2025 Elevator Outage Impacts on Unit 401 Tenant 

88. The Unit 401 Tenant is 59 years old and lives with a disability. They are on the fourth 

floor of La Peralta. They have severe mobility impairments stemming from a history of hip 

deterioration that left them with a weak left knee and were effectively confined to their unit for the 

duration of the Summer 2025 Elevator Outage. 

/ / / 
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89. The Unit 401 Tenant relies on an adaptive tricycle for safe mobility, essential physical 

therapy, and transport, and it is a device that cannot be used on stairs. 

90. As a result of the Summer 2025 Elevator Outage, the Unit 401Tenant was cut off from 

attending vital medical appointments and conducting basic errands like doing the laundry. On the 

occasions the Unit 401 Tenant was compelled to leave their home, they were forced to endure 

significant physical pain and high risk of re-injury as they ascended and descended the stairs for 

15–20-minutes. 

91. At the time of the Summer 2025 Outage, Defendants were aware of the Unit 401 

Tenant’s disability based on prior communications regarding reasonable accommodations. 

92. On July 31, 2025, the Unit 401 Tenant’s partner called Defendants to seek relocation 

assistance on their behalf. He called twice that day, leaving a voicemail message each time, 

requesting relocation assistance. Defendants never returned either call. 

C. Summer 2025 Elevator Outage Impacts on Unit 405 Tenants 

93. The Unit 405 Tenants are an elderly, disabled married couple residing on the fourth 

floor of La Peralta. 

94. The female Unit 405 Tenant suffers from arthritis in her hip and lower back, along with 

edema in her legs. 

95. The male Unit 405 Tenant was disabled and suffered from a number of serious medical 

conditions, including peripheral neuropathy, that left him at a heightened risk of falling, a risk that 

in fact materialized on numerous occasions. 

96. Upon information and belief, Defendants were aware of the Unit 405 Tenants being 

disabled. Both tenants relied on mobility aids like canes and walkers, so Defendants’ staff at La 

Peralta observed their mobility impairments firsthand. 

97. On two separate occasions in 2025, the female Unit 405 Tenant became trapped inside 

the elevator. 

98. During the Summer 2025 Elevator Outage, the Unit 405 Tenants struggled with 

everyday tasks like laundry and taking out the trash. Facing great difficulty leaving and accessing  

/ / / 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 
 

 

 

 

13 
VERIFIED COMPLAINT FOR INJUNCTIVE RELIEF, CIVIL PENALTIES, 
PUNITIVE DAMAGES, ATTORNEY’S FEES, COSTS, RESTITUTION, 
DISGORGEMENT OF PROFITS, DECLARATORY RELIEF, AND OTHER 
EQUITABLE RELIEF 

Case No. _______________ 

 

their unit to shop for necessities, they were forced to run low on groceries and, at times, rely on 

costly delivery services instead. 

99. Because the female Unit 405 Tenant works near La Peralta and regularly cared for her 

husband, the outages directly disrupted her routine: navigating the stairs took roughly ten minutes 

each way, often making her late returning to work from lunch breaks. 

100. As a result, she was forced to cut back on visits to her husband, leaving him to 

experience sadness, loneliness, and other emotional distress. 

101. On occasions, during the Summer 2025 Elevator Outage, the male Unit 405 Tenant 

suffered medical emergencies requiring evacuation, and EMTs were forced to strap him to a tarp-

like device and carry him down four flights of stairs due to the non-functioning elevator. His wife 

watched these events in distress, fearing for her husband’s safety. 

D. Summer 2025 Elevator Outage Impacts on Unit 501 Tenant 

102. The Unit 501 Tenant has lived at La Peralta since the year 2000. She is on the fifth 

floor. 

103. The Unit 501 Tenant is elderly and has a disability from several injuries to her back, 

knee, and head. 

104. Upon information and belief, Defendants were aware of the Unit 501 Tenant’s 

disability: her mobility impairments were visible, as she walks with a cane, and Defendants’ staff 

observed her at La Peralta before. 

105. In the 26 years of her tenancy, the Unit 501 Tenant witnessed several changes in 

management and ownership and believes Defendants have been the least responsive when it comes 

to elevator problems. 

106. The Summer 2025 Elevator Outage made it extremely difficult for the Unit 501 

Tenant to leave or return to her home, forcing her to rely on her children for help with routine daily 

tasks. 

107. Climbing the stairs to her fifth-floor unit took her approximately fifteen minutes each 

time. 

/ / / 
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108. Ordinary activities like doing laundry and grocery shopping became major struggles. 

The unreliability of getting in and out of her apartment forced the Tenant to postpone a scheduled 

knee surgery. 

Defendants’ Multi-Year Pattern of Elevator Neglect at La Peralta 

109. The Summer 2025 Elevator Outage was a continuation of Defendants’ pattern of 

failing to keep La Peralta’s elevators usable and accessible. 

110. The California Division of Occupational Safety and Health (“Cal/OSHA”) Elevator 

Unit is the state regulatory body tasked with ensuring the safety of the riding public and industry 

workers.4 To fulfill this mandate, the Elevator Unit inspects and enforces code compliance for 

elevators and other conveyances.5 

111. Defendants should have been aware of La Peralta’s elevator maintenance issues at the 

time they acquired the property, including from the numerous Cal/OSHA inspection records from 

the year prior to their acquisition that reflect safety issues with La Peralta’s elevators. 

112. A February 8, 2023 Cal/OSHA inspection of La Peralta’s elevators verified leveling 

problems, meaning that the elevator car was not stopping on landings correctly,  and required 

machine room door repairs, resulting in an “Order Prohibiting Use.” 

113. Subsequent Cal/OSHA inspections on July 22, 2025 and November 3, 2025 identified 

the same recurring core deficiencies: inoperable emergency telephone service, non-functioning 

earthquake-sensor operation, and standing liquid in the elevator pit. These problems were 

documented to have persisted in a November 13, 2025 Preliminary Order, a December 29, 2025 

Show Cause Notice, and a January 29, 2026 Order Prohibiting Use. 

114. Cal/OSHA records further reflect that the elevators’ hoist ropes—the cables 

responsible for lifting the elevator car—were last “reshackled,” or properly re-secured and safety-

tagged by a qualified professional, in 2015. Despite being repeatedly cited by Cal/OSHA for this 

same deficiency in 2025 and 2026, Defendants have not remedied it. 

115. On at least four separate occasions between 2021 and 2026, Cal/OSHA issued Orders 

 
4 https://www.dir.ca.gov/dosh/Elevator.html 
5 Id.  
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Prohibiting Use for La Peralta’s elevator, but Defendants continued to operate the elevators. 

116. California law requires elevator operators to maintain and, upon request, produce a 

written elevator maintenance program to Cal/OSHA. Upon information and belief, Defendants 

never provided any such program information to Cal/OSHA, despite the recurring citations 

described above. Defendants’ own correspondence with Cal/OSHA reflects a pattern of 

Defendants only performing elevator maintenance once it was required to get Cal/OSHA's 

Preliminary Orders lifted; the record does not reflect any proactive efforts by Defendants to 

perform scheduled maintenance pursuant to a maintenance program as required by OMC section 

8.72.060(A). 

117. Oakland Fire Department (“OFD”) incident records corroborate the Cal/OSHA 

findings and independently confirm the frequency of the failures of La Peralta’s elevators. 

118. Between July 2024 and May 2025 alone, OFD responded to at least thirteen separate 

calls to free tenants trapped inside La Peralta’s elevators, rescuing at least fifteen individuals in 

total, including two incidents in April 2025 alone in which more than one person had to be 

rescued. 

119. On April 7, 2025, an individual was trapped in the elevator overnight before being 

freed by the OFD, further illustrating the danger Defendants created by failing to maintain the 

elevators. 

120. These repeated Cal/OSHA citations, as well as the multiple entrapments and outages, 

placed Defendants on actual notice that the elevator system suffered from recurring mechanical 

and safety issues requiring maintenance and repair. 

121. In fact, Defendants’ own communications to La Peralta tenants confirm its knowledge 

of the elevator’s deteriorating condition. 

122. In 2023 alone, Defendants sent residents at least seven separate notices notifying them 

of elevator outages or advising that the elevator had been restored to service. The frequency of 

these notices demonstrates that recurring elevator failures were a known and ongoing condition, 

rather than isolated or unforeseen events. 

123. The recurring elevator failures at La Peralta are part of a larger pattern of elevator 
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outages at other residential properties owned and/or managed by Defendants. Upon information 

and belief, there have been at least four other MOSSER INC. properties in San Francisco and 

Oakland where the tenants in recent years have suffered from prolonged and recurring elevator 

outages. 

124. Based on their lengthy history as landlords and property managers of Oakland 

properties and their many interactions with government agencies regarding their faulty elevators, 

Defendants not only had notice of the failing elevators but also of their legal obligations as an 

Oakland landlord and property manager. 

Warranty of Habitability Violations at La Peralta 

125. Since Defendants took over La Peralta in April 2022, they have failed to address 

several severe and recurring warranty of habitability and tenant protection violations, as 

documented by tenants and Code Enforcement. 

A. Ongoing management and security failures (April 2022–present) 

126. Since at least April 2022, Defendants have claimed to employ a resident manager at 

La Peralta, but none has been identified to tenants. Instead, Defendants rely on a limited off‑site 

manager available only 9 a.m. to 5 p.m. on weekdays. 

127. La Peralta has thus gone unmanaged during evenings, nights, and weekends, when 

emergencies routinely occur. Code Enforcement sent Defendants a Notice of Violation (“NOV”) 

about this issue on October 20, 2025. 

128. Upon information and belief, since acquiring the property, Defendants have failed to 

adequately secure the property, enabling non-residents to access the roof and common areas, and 

resulting in repeated property theft, including stolen packages and bicycles. 

129. For instance, a resident in Unit 401 had his bicycle stolen from him, and when he 

reported the theft to Defendants and requested to review security footage, Defendants refused to 

give him access to the footage. 

130. Upon information and belief, Defendants have failed to address cockroach infestations 

that have persisted in common areas and individual units at La Peralta since at least 2022. 

/ / / 
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B. Fire damage and water intrusion (November 2023–present) 

131. In November 2023, in response to a tenant complaint regarding water intrusion and 

fire damage, likely from a fire that broke out on October 5, 2023, Code Enforcement inspected La 

Peralta, verified these conditions, and documented them in Notices of Violation (“NOV”) on 

November 22, 2023 and June 6, 2024 that informed Defendants of their obligation to address them. 

132. Rather than remediate, Defendants allowed the violations to persist through repeated 

re-inspections over more than two years: in May, June, July, August, September, November, and 

December 2024; and in January, February, April, May, and June 2025. When Defendants failed to 

pay the resulting administrative fees, the City recorded a lien against La Peralta in the amount of 

$3,406.26. 

133. As of the filing of this complaint, these violations remain unabated. A re-inspection 

notice issued as recently as May 2026 confirms Defendants still have not corrected the conditions, 

more than two and a half years after the initial NOV. 

C. Structural damage and management deficiencies (October 2025–present) 

134. On October 16, 2025, Code Enforcement inspected a unit at La Peralta and verified 

wall damage adjacent to the stove in the kitchen, peeling paint in the first-floor laundry room 

hallway, ceiling damage in the sixth-floor common hallway, missing anti-slip stair strips, and no 

on-site manager despite La Peralta well exceeding the unit threshold that triggers the requirement 

for an on-site manager. Code Enforcement issued a NOV on October 20, 2025. 

135. The following day, on October 17, 2025, Code Enforcement separately verified water 

damage to a bathroom ceiling, requiring Defendants to obtain building permits before repairs could 

proceed. Defendants have not filed the necessary permits, and the damage remains unrepaired. A 

re-inspection notice sent June 12, 2026, was returned to sender. 

136. As of the filing of this complaint, these October 2025 violations remain unabated. 

D. Fire, smoke, and water damage (November 2025–present) 

137. Another fire broke out at La Peralta on November 1, 2025. On November 3, 2025,  

Code Enforcement inspected and verified fire and smoke damage in Unit 114 and in Unit 113. 

Code Enforcement further verified smoke and water damage to the hallway carpet, and noted that 
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Unit 116, while otherwise undamaged, was left without a working door after OFD had to remove it 

while combatting the fire. Code Enforcement issued a NOV on December 9, 2025. 

138. As of the filing of this complaint, nearly eight months later, at least several of these 

violations remain unabated. Code Enforcement has noted that the owner is unresponsive. 

139. Taken together, this record shows that Defendants have been on continuous formal 

notice of serious and recurring violations at La Peralta since they took over in 2022 and have 

chosen, repeatedly and deliberately, not to remediate them. 

Actual and/or Constructive Notice to Owners 

140. Defendants are responsible for the conditions and activities at their properties and can 

be held accountable for such under Oakland’s Tenant Protection Ordinance (OMC § 8.22.600 et 

seq.), Just Cause for Eviction Ordinance (OMC § 8.22.300 et seq.), and Elevator Ordinance (OMC 

§ 8.72 et seq.), and other applicable laws. 

141. Defendants have received actual and constructive notice of the hazardous conditions 

at La Peralta from Code Enforcement, the Fire Department, Cal/OSHA, and tenant complaints, as 

well as emergency events involving their elevators. 

142. Despite this actual and constructive notice, Defendants have failed to perform their 

duty to maintain the premises in habitable, safe, and accessible conditions. 

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 

ELEVATOR MAINTENANCE IN RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS ORDINANCE 

Oakland Municipal Code § 8.72 et seq. 

[By Plaintiff the City of Oakland Against All Defendants] 

143. The City incorporates by reference each preceding paragraph. 

144. The City brings this action pursuant to the Elevator Ordinance in the name of the City 

of Oakland. 

145. The primary purpose of the Elevator Ordinance is to protect the health, safety, and 

welfare of residents in multi‑unit residential buildings by ensuring elevators are properly 

maintained; prevent elevator outages, unsafe conditions, entrapments; and ensure accessibility for 

residents, including seniors and persons with disabilities. It creates a clear mandate for residential 
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building operators to maintain reliable elevator service, provide timely notice of outages, provide 

timely notice of right to alternative housing, and perform repairs expeditiously. It also imposes an 

affirmative duty on operators to provide temporary alternative housing for residents whose 

mobility is restricted by disability or medical conditions and whose egress is restricted by the 

elevator outage. 

146. La Peralta contains “three (3) or more residential units” and two elevators and is 

therefore subject to the Elevator Ordinance. (OMC, § 8.72.030.) 

147. Defendants are each a “building operator” within the meaning of sections 8.72.030 

and 8.72.040, in that they are each an owner or lessor of the entirety of La Peralta, and/or “an agent 

thereof with the responsibility of managing such building.” (OMC, § 8.72.040.) 

148. Defendants have each violated the Elevator Ordinance, which mandates that building 

operators maintain elevators in “accessible, usable, and good working order” and perform repairs 

“expeditiously.” (OMC, § 8.72.020.) 

149. Defendants failed to establish a program of regular elevator maintenance to ensure 

that elevators in their buildings remain usable and accessible (OMC, § 8.72.060, subd. (A).) 

150. Defendants violated OMC section 8.72.060(B) by failing to ensure that repairs to La 

Peralta’s elevators were completed as soon as possible and by allowing La Peralta’s elevators to 

be inoperable for more than 24 hours. 

151. Defendants violated OMC section 8.72.070(B) by failing to provide immediate 

written notice to each La Peralta resident and next to the elevator on each floor when an elevator 

was not working and the expected date, time, and duration of repair. 

152. Defendants violated OMC section 8.72.070(C) by failing to provide notice to La 

Peralta residents of their rights to alternative housing and instructions on how to request 

accommodation when Defendants could not complete elevator repairs in a 24-hour period and 

there was no other elevator available for the same use as soon as reasonably possible. 

153. Defendants violated OMC section 8.72.060(C) by failing to locate and offer 

alternative housing to La Peralta residents whose access to their unit was substantially restricted 

when an elevator could not be fixed within a 24-hour period of notice of its need for repair. 
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154. In addition, Defendants have violated their statutory duties under the Elevator 

Ordinance because their failure to comply with the Elevator Ordinance resulted in “any resident 

having substantially restricted access to or egress from their dwelling unit because of such person’s 

impaired ability to use stairs as a result of such person’s physical disability, medical condition, 

illness, health impairment, or other similar circumstance . . . .” (OMC, § 8.72.090(A)-(B).) 

155. As set forth above, numerous tenants at La Peralta, including tenants living in Units 

401, 405, 406 and 501, had substantially restricted access to or egress from their dwelling units. 

156. Defendants did not act with due diligence and the delays in completing repairs of La 

Peralta’s elevators were not the result of unforeseeable circumstances beyond their control. 

157. Defendants failed to locate and offer temporary alternative housing to tenants when 

Defendants knew that tenants had disabilities and medical conditions that limited their ability to 

use stairs and thus the elevator outage substantially restricted their access to or egress from their 

dwelling units. 

158. After Unit 401, 406 tenants requested temporary alternative housing because the 

elevator outage substantially restricted access to or egress from their dwelling units, Defendants 

failed to relocate them. 

159. As a direct result of Defendants’ noncompliance, tenants—including disabled and 

elderly residents—were confined to their homes, denied access to medical care, and deprived of 

the ability to participate in basic daily life on numerous occasions including for the 52-day 

Summer 2025 Elevator Outage. 

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 

TENANT PROTECTION ORDINANCE 

Oakland Municipal Code § 8.22.600 et seq. 

[By Plaintiff the City of Oakland Against Defendants MOSSER INC., 184 13TH STREET 

ASSOCIATES, AND DOES One–Fifty] 

160. The City incorporates by reference each preceding paragraph. 

161. Plaintiff brings this action pursuant to the Tenant Protection Ordinance (“TPO”) in the 

name of the City of Oakland. 
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162. The OMC provides critical safeguards for Oakland tenants through the TPO. 

163. The purpose of the TPO is “to deter harassing behavior by landlords, to encourage 

landlords to follow the law and uphold their responsibility to provide habitable rental properties, 

and to give tenants legal recourse in instances where they are subjected to harassing behavior by 

landlords.” (OMC, § 8.22.610, subd. (M).) 

164. Defendants MOSSER INC., 184 13TH STREET ASSOCIATES, AND DOES One–

Fifty leased units at La Peralta for residential use or occupancy, constituting “Rental Units” for the 

purposes of the TPO. 

165. Defendants are subject to TPO enforcement as an “owner of record, or lessor or 

sublessor of an owner of record, or any other person or entity entitled either to receive rent for the 

use or occupancy of any rental unit or to maintain an action for possession of a rental unit, or an 

agent, representative, or successor of any of the foregoing.” (OMC, §§ 8.22.620, 8.22.340; see also 

8.22.640, subd. (A).) 

166. Defendants violated the TPO in numerous ways. 

167. Defendants violated OMC section 8.22.640, subdivision (A)(1), by “interrupt[ing], 

terminat[ing], or fail[ing] to provide housing services required” by contract or by state or local law. 

168. Defendants violated OMC section 8.22.640, subdivision (A)(2), by “fail[ing] to 

perform repairs and maintenance required” by state and local law. 

169. Defendants violated OMC section 8.22.640, subdivision (A)(3), by “fail[ing] to 

exercise due diligence in completing repairs and maintenance once undertaken. 

170. Defendants violated OMC section 8.22.640, subdivision (A)(10), by “substantially 

and directly interfer[ing] with a Tenant’s right to quiet use and enjoyment of a rental housing unit 

as that right is defined by California law.” 

171. Defendants violated OMC section 8.22.640, subdivision (A)(22), through “other 

repeated acts or omissions of such significance as to substantially interfere with or disturb the 

comfort, repose, peace or quiet of any person lawfully entitled to occupancy of such dwelling unit 

and that cause, are likely to cause, or are intended to cause any person lawfully entitled to  

/ / / 
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occupancy of a dwelling unit to vacate such dwelling unit or to surrender or waive any rights in 

relation to such occupancy.” 

172. Defendants committed these violations against their tenants in bad faith pursuant to 

OMC section 8.22.640, subdivision (A). 

173. “Bad faith” encompasses non-malicious conduct that “is willful, reckless, or grossly 

negligent … in disregard for legal requirements or in a manner indifferent to the rights of or impact 

on Tenants.” (Regulations to the TPO, OMC, § 8.22.640, subd. (A).) 

174. Defendants engaged in a pattern and practice of violating the TPO by engaging in 

“more than one violation of O.M.C. 8.22.640 against the same Tenant or one violation of O.M.C. 

8.22.640 against more than one Tenant.” (Regulations to the TPO, OMC, § 8.22.640, subd. (A).) 

The City Attorney is therefore exercising his authority pursuant to OMC section 8.22.670, 

subdivision (A)(2), to enforce the TPO through a civil action. 

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 

JUST CAUSE FOR EVICTION ORDINANCE 

Oakland Municipal Code § 8.22.300 et seq. 

[By Plaintiff the City of Oakland Against All Defendants] 

175. Plaintiff incorporates by reference each preceding paragraph. 

176. Plaintiff the City of Oakland brings this action pursuant to Oakland’s Just Cause For 

Eviction Ordinance (“Just Cause Ordinance”) in the name of the City of Oakland. 

177. The purpose of the Just Cause Ordinance is to “defend and nurture the stability of 

housing and neighborhoods in the city of Oakland by protecting tenants against arbitrary, 

unreasonable, discriminatory, or retaliatory evictions.” (OMC, § 8.22.330.) 

178. When a landlord and/or their agent wrongfully endeavors to recover possession of a 

property in violation of the Just Cause Ordinance, the City Attorney’s Office has the authority to 

intervene on behalf of the City and seek injunctive relief. (OMC, § 8.22.370.) 

179. Defendants are subject to enforcement under the Just Cause Ordinance as “owner of 

record, or lessor or sublessor of an owner of record, or any other person or entity entitled either to  

/ / / 
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receive rent for the use or occupancy of any rental unit or to maintain an action for possession of a 

rental unit, or an agent, representative, or successor of any of the foregoing.” (OMC, § 8.22.340.) 

180. Defendants violated the Just Cause Ordinance by wrongfully endeavoring to recover 

possession of their tenants’ units without just cause. 

181. Defendants violated the Just Cause Ordinance by engaging in constructive eviction 

tactics, including but not limited to maintaining La Peralta in substandard conditions. Defendants 

failed to maintain elevators at La Peralta in working conditions resulting in numerous elevator 

outages, including a continuous outage for 52 days in the summer of 2025. Defendants failed to 

address warranty of habitability violations, including fire damage, structural damage, water 

intrusion, pest infestations and unsecure premises. 

182. Defendants acted in knowing violation or in reckless disregard of the Just Cause 

Ordinance. 

FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

RENT ADJUSTMENT ORDINANCE 

Oakland Municipal Code § 8.22.010 et seq. 

[By Plaintiff the City of Oakland Against All Defendants] 

183. Plaintiff incorporates by reference each preceding paragraph. 

184. Plaintiff the City of Oakland brings this action pursuant to Oakland’s Rent Adjustment 

Ordinance. 

185. The purpose of the Rent Adjustment Ordinance is to limit rent increases for existing 

tenants in response to “a shortage of decent, safe, affordable and sanitary residential rental 

housing” and to ensure that these tenants are “free from the fear of eviction motivated by a rental 

property owner’s desire to increase rents.” (OMC, § 8.22.010(A.) 

186. Pursuant the Rent Adjustment Ordinance, owners may increase rent only for increases 

based on the consumer price index rent adjustment, banking or if approved by a Rent Adjustment 

Program Petition (OMC, § 8.22.065(C).) 

/ / / 

/ / / 
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187. The Rent Adjustment Ordinances defines housing services as “all services provided 

by the owner related to the use or occupancy of a covered unit, including, but not limited to, 

insurance, repairs, maintenance, painting, utilities, heat, water, elevator service, laundry facilities, 

janitorial service, refuse removal, furnishings, parking, security service, employee services, and 

any other benefits or privileges permitted the tenant by agreement, whether express or implied” 

(OMC, § 8.22.020). 

188. The Rent Adjustment Ordinance states that a “decrease in housing services is 

considered an increase in rent.”  (OMC, § 8.22.070(F).) 

189. The City Attorney may bring a civil action on behalf of an aggrieved party for 

injunctive relief or damages or both for any violations of the Rent Adjustment Ordinance. (OMC, 

§ 8.22.010(C).) 

190. La Peralta is subject to the Rent Adjustment Ordinance as it is a multi-unit rental 

property built before January 1, 1983. (OMC, § 8.22.030.) 

191. Defendants are subject to enforcement under the Rent Adjustment Ordinance as 

“owner, lessor or landlord, as defined by state law, of a covered unit that is leased or rented to 

another, and the representative, agent, or successor of such owner, lessor or landlord.” (OMC, 

§ 8.22.020.) 

192. Defendants violated the Rent Adjustment Ordinance by decreasing housing services 

by failing to maintain elevators at La Peralta in working condition resulting in numerous elevator 

outages, including a continuous outage for 52 days in the summer of 2025. 

193.  Defendants also decreased housing services by failing to conduct building 

maintenance, resulting in severe warranty of habitability violations, including fire damage, 

structural damage, water intrusion, pest infestations and unsecure premises. 

194. After reducing housing services, Defendants imposed unlawful rent increases on La 

Peralta tenants without submitting a petition to Oakland’s Rent Adjustment Program. 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 
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FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

THE CIVIL PROTECTION OF THE PEOPLE ORDINANCE 

Oakland Municipal Code § 1.10 et seq. 

[By Plaintiff the City of Oakland Against All Defendants] 

195. Plaintiff incorporates by reference each preceding paragraph. 

196. Plaintiff the City of Oakland brings this action pursuant to Oakland’s Civil Protection 

of the People of Oakland Ordinance (“Civil Protection Ordinance”). 

197. The Civil Protection Ordinance “detail[s] the City Attorney’s ability to protect the 

health, safety, and general welfare of Oakland’s residents and workforce, and to enforce the laws 

passed by the City Council.” (OMC, § 1.10.010 [Purpose].) Specifically, the Ordinance “describes 

the City Attorney’s authority to bring civil actions and to: (1) secure compliance with the law 

through various forms of relief, including civil penalties and declaratory, injunctive, and other 

equitable relief; and (2) recover administrative, investigative, and other fees, costs, and damages to 

the City as a result of violations of the law.” (Id.) 

198. Under the Civil Protection Ordinance, the City Attorney may file a civil action to 

redress any violation of and/or ensure compliance with any Oakland municipal law including any 

city order, ordinance, or regulation, unless otherwise prohibited by law. (OMC, § 1.10.020(D)). 

199. Remedies provided under the Civil Protection Ordinance are “cumulative and not 

exclusive of other remedies” (OMC, § 1.10.030.) 

200. The Civil Protection Ordinance Regulations define “cumulative” as “the concurrent, 

non-exclusive, non-consecutive applicability and availability of other remedies, that are available 

to the Office of the City Attorney or to any other party or entity, as provided for in Chapter 1.10, 

provided for in the Oakland Municipal Code, provided for in California state law, and/or provided 

for in federal law, unless expressly prohibited.” (Regulations to OMC, § 1.10.) 

201. Defendants’ violations of Oakland’s TPO (OMC, § 8.22.600 et seq.), Just Cause 

Ordinance (OMC, § 8.22.300 et seq.), Rent Adjustment Ordinance (OMC, § 8.22.010 et seq.) and 

the Elevator Ordinance (OMC, § 8.72 et seq.) are predicate offenses that constitute violations of 

the Civil Protection Ordinance. 
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202. Defendants’ violations of Oakland’s Building Maintenance Code (OMC, Chapter 

15.08 et. seq) and Oakland’s Property Blight Ordinance (OMC, § 8.24 et seq.), including unabated 

fire damage, structural damage, water intrusion, pest infestations and unsecure premises, constitute 

violations of the Civil Protection Ordinance. 

203. Defendants create and maintain a public nuisance at La Peralta pursuant to Civil 

Protection Ordinance OMC section 1.08.030, subdivision (B) by violating the Ordinances 

identified in the Civil Protection Ordinance, including the Oakland Building Maintenance Code 

Chapter 15.08 et seq., the Oakland Fire Code Chapter 15.16 et seq., and the Oakland Property 

Blight Ordinance section 8.24 et seq. as well as OMC section 8.22.600 et seq. (TPO), section 

8.22.300 et seq. (Just Cause Ordinance), Rent Adjustment Ordinance (OMC, § 8.22.010 et seq.), 

and section 8.72 et seq (Elevator Ordinance). 

204. Under the Civil Protection Ordinance “[i]n any civil action authorized by OMC 

Chapter 1.10, the City Attorney may seek, and the court shall award” a range of remedies, 

including but not limited to civil penalties of up to $2,500 per violation per day, the City’s 

attorneys’ fees and other enforcement costs, equitable relief including restitution and disgorgement 

of profits, declaratory relief, and injunctive relief. (OMC, Chapter 1.10.020(F).) 

SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

PUBLIC NUISANCE 

Oakland Municipal Code §§ 1.08 et seq.,1.10 et seq., 8.22 et seq., 8.24 et seq., 15.08 et seq. 

[By Plaintiff the City of Oakland Against Defendants MOSSER INC., 184 13TH STREET 

ASSOCIATES, AND DOES One–Fifty] 

205. Plaintiff incorporates by reference each preceding paragraph. 

206. Plaintiff the City of Oakland brings this action pursuant to OMC sections 1.08 et seq., 

1.10 et seq., 15.08 et seq., 8.22 et seq. and 8.24 et seq. 

207. The purpose of OMC section 1.08 is “to provide for the protection, health, safety, and 

general public welfare of the residents of the city and to preserve the livability, appearance, 

property values, and social and economic stability of the city by providing an alternative method of  

/ / / 
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208. code enforcement to effect abatement of violations of the laws, codes, ordinances and 

regulations identified in this chapter.” 

209. Under OMC section 1.08.030, subdivision (B) “a public nuisance shall exist whenever 

a condition on a property is maintained in violation of codes and ordinances identified in this 

chapter or in violation of California Civil Code sections 3479 and 3480, or at common law or in 

equity jurisprudence. A public nuisance shall also exist whenever a condition so identified is 

corrected but recurs and continues as a recurrent problem.” 

210. Under OMC 1.10, the City Attorney “may file a civil action to redress any public 

nuisance (including as defined under OMC Chapter 1.08) within the City of Oakland, unless 

otherwise prohibited by law.” 

211. OMC section 15.08.090 states “[b]uildings, structures, portions thereof, and real 

property that are determined to be Substandard as defined in Article X of this Code are hereby 

declared to Public Nuisances and shall have the Certificate of Occupancy revoked and shall be 

abated either by repair and rehabilitation or demolition and may be ordered vacated in accordance 

with the procedure specified in Article XI of this Code.” Properties that meet the definition of 

“substandard” are public nuisances per se and may be enjoined. 

212. Defendants MOSSER INC., 184 13TH STREET ASSOCIATES, AND DOES One–

Fifty have used, operated, and maintained La Peralta in violation of several codes and ordinances 

identified in OMC Chapter 1.08 et seq., including the Oakland Building Maintenance Code 

Chapter 15.08 et seq., the Oakland Fire Code Chapter 15.16 et seq., and the Oakland Property 

Blight Ordinance section 8.24 et seq.  as well as OMC section 8.22.600 et seq. (TPO), section 

8.22.300 et seq. (Just Cause Ordinance), and section 8.72 et seq (Elevator Ordinance). 

213. At all times herein mentioned, Defendants MOSSER INC., 184 13TH STREET 

ASSOCIATES, AND DOES One–Fifty knew or should have known that La Peralta was being 

maintained as a public nuisance. Yet, they failed to take reasonable and timely steps to abate the 

nuisance conditions at La Peralta. 

/ / / 

/ / / 
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214. The severity of the public nuisance activity and the violations of the OMC at La 

Peralta have forced the City to spend outsized resources on responding to the issues at the expense 

of other City priorities. 

215. Unless the nuisance conditions at La Peralta are abated, the community, surrounding 

neighborhoods, and residents of Oakland will suffer irreparable injury and damage, as the 

conditions at the premises will continue to endanger and be injurious to the comfortable enjoyment 

of life and property of the residents of the City of Oakland. 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

Plaintiff prays that the Court grant the following relief: 

Declaratory Relief 

216. Declare that Defendants have violated the Oakland Municipal Code and California 

Civil Code. 

217. Find Defendants jointly and severally liable for causing, creating, assisting in the 

creation of, contributing to, and/or maintaining a public nuisance. 

Injunctive Relief 

218. Order all appropriate injunctive relief deemed necessary and as permitted by law. 

Penalties 

219. Assess civil penalties under the Civil Protection Ordinance OMC, section 1.10.020, 

subdivision (F)(1). 

220. Assess civil penalties under TPO OMC, section 8.22.670, subdivision (A)(2). 

221. Assess civil penalties under the Elevator Ordinance OMC, section 8.72.090, 

subdivision (B). 

222. Assess civil penalties as otherwise permitted by law. 

Restitution 

223. Award restitution to the tenants at La Peralta pursuant to OMC section 8.22.670, 

subdivision (A)(2), section 1.10.020, subdivision(F)(6), section 8.72.090, subdivision (B), section 

8.22.150 and the Court’s inherent equitable power. 

/ / / 
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VERIFICATION 

Verification of Pleading (Code Civ. Proc.,§ 446) 
Declaration under Penalty of Perjury Form (Code Civ. Proc.,§§ 446, 2015.5) 

by Party Officer 

THE CITY OF OAKLAND V. THE MOSSER COMPANIES, INC., ET AL. 

I, Oakland City Attorney Ryan Richardson, declare: 

I am an officer of the City Oakland, a Plaintiff in the above-entitled matter. 

I have read the foregoing COMPLAINT FOR VIOLATIONS OF OAKLAND 

9 MUNICIPAL CODE CHAPTERS 1.08, 1.10, 8.22.010, 8.22.300, 8.22.600, 8.22, 8.24, 8.72 

10 and 15.08 and am informed and believe the matters therein to be true and on that ground allege 

11 that the matters therein stated are true. 
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Executed on August 5, 2026, in the City of Oakland, California. 

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 
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