






RECONSIDERATION PETITION attachment 

Item 5 

LAn offer of relevant evidence which was improperly excluded at any prior city hearing. 
Explain relevant evidence and how, when it was excluded at a prior hearing: 

The evidence revealing 
the existence of a relationship between Ms Nguyen and Ms Ma, that in October, 2015 
appeared professionally distant 
the transformation of the relationship in January, 2016, as Ms Ma exhibited a much greater 
interest in Ms Nguyen's life and family and began to request special consideration and 
invitations from Ms Nguyen 
the development, in February and March, 2016, of a relationship between the parents of Ms 
Ma and Ms Nguyen, and vice versa 
the existence of a relationship between Ms Ma's adult sister, who is not Ms Ma's dependent, 
and Ms Nguyen's supervisor, Ms Venkatraman 
Marissa Ma's status as a high school senior in December 2012 

was disallowed for presentation on 11-Aug-2016, by the Housing Commission Chair. Mr Barnett forced 
me to stop my presentation when I reached this evidence. I had to disconnect my laptop from the 
projector and advance to my closing slides instead of showing the evidence to the Housing 
Commission. The evidence has been provided to the City Clerk and is not reattached here. The City 
Clerk has failed to include the evidence in the relevant documents attached to my Appeal as an 
Agenda item at City Council meetings. 

£Proof of facts which demonstrate that the City Council failed to provide a fair hearing. 
Explain facts and how those facts demonstrate failure to provide a fair hearing: 

The Mayor limited my time to present to the City Council on 20-Sep-2016, after the matter was 
postponed on 6-Sep-2016. I indicated that ten minutes was insufficient, and I was provided an 
additional (approximately) ten minutes. This was still insufficient, as I had removed the evidence cited 
above into a separate presentation, and I was not provided time to begin that presentation. The 
Mayor frequently has provided much more time to individuals regarding matters much less pivotal to
residents' quality of life in Cupertino. The fair and unbiased operation of the City's Below Market Rate 
Housing Program is a serious matter. Anyone who appeals a determination made by consultants of the 
City or City Staff regarding participation in the BMR program should be afforded sufficient time to 
present all evidence in support of their appeal. 

£Proof of facts which demonstrate that the City Council abused its discretion by: 
x. (a) Not preceding in a manner required by law; and/or

X (c) Rendering a decision in which the findings of fact were not supported by the evidence.
Explain facts and how those facts demonstrate abuse of discretion related to items (a): 

It was noted that Michelle Ma and I had essentially equivalent salary of about $96,000 per year. It was 
also noted that Ms Ma's household income was about $2,500 below the limit of $102,050. Therefore, 
the household income was about $99,550, and it was further stated that this determination by 
Goldfarb & Lipman was greater than the household income determined by WVCS. The City Council is 
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