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Summary of Comments on Exemptions for Properties with 4 units or less:

Public comments that oppose any changes and oppose property exemptions state that:

• Tenants in duplex, triplex and quadplex all need the same protections as all other tenants because they are subject to the
same actions by housing providers and have the same financial problems and should be treated equally; There is no
statistical basis to establish the economic exemption;

• The majority of housing stock are in properties with 4 units are less. The City should guard against encroachment of
exemptions into the limited, and shrinking stock of RSO housing; RSO encourages responsible ownership practices across
the board; all property owners enjoy the advantages form being in the business and should have the same responsibilities to
their customers as other property owners;

• Families with children live in duplex and triplex and the BHUSD is experiencing a reduction in attendance; we need to keep
families in Beverly Hills; the exemption of these properties would affect 550 families and 518 BHUSD students.

• Not all owners of small properties have great relationships with their tenants and often have raised rent 10% annually.
Tenants in these properties require RSO protections;

• Owners have benefits like proposition 13, lower property taxes passed down from one generation to another, no inheritance
tax, and tax deductions and should not be exempted.

Public comments that are in support of providing exemption for properties with 4 units or less state:

• Owners are mom pops and not companies and it is difficult to keep up with all the RSO rules. There is a unique relationship in
small properties that are owner occupied and therefore do not require an RSO. The imposition of the requirements under the
RSO adversely affect their financial condition as small property owners;

• Duplexes are a legal parity with houses that have accessory units and should be exempt;
• Families move to the City to attend the schools, for safety and parks and recreation, it is a luxury community and renters

should pay for the services;
• Fixed costs are higher for small properties which do not provide for economies of scale as compared to larger properties.

There is no real profit unless you own the property for a long time;
• Santa Monica exempted small properties because they are mom pops;
• Owner occupancy should be allowed for family occupancy.



Exemptions for Properties with 4 Units or Less
COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option Comments Name I Tenant/HP
No Policy Change

Do not exempt unless it is owner occupied and single owners (not when corporations are the owners). Also note if the property
is inherited, which inherited properties get extremely reduced taxes, there should be no exemptions. Bottom line is that I am in
favor of no exemptions. No change. Families with children live in duplexes, triplexes, etc. We are seeing a drop in enrollment
every year. We need to protect those families who choose to put their children in Beverly Hills schools - no change.

I support number 1- no policy change. I am a tenant in a duplex and deserve the same protections as any other tenant in Beverly
Hills. My building is managed by a property management company. I do not have a personal relationship with them and my rent
has been raised every year. Including duplexes exempts 42% of rental properties in Beverly Hills or close to half of properties in
need of protections.

I am a tenant. I strongly favor option number 1 - no policy change. All tenants should be entitled to have rent regulation and
eviction protections regardless of the size of the apartment building they live in.

This policy would not allow tenants any overhead for rent costs. It’s too risky for tenants. Planning ahead to calculate rental
costs are important for seniors who have fixed income.

I would support number 1, no policy change. I read the memorandum here and listened to the presentation and what kind of Robert Warren Tenant
shocks me is that there’s this proposed change. But it’s admitted that there’s no statistical basis to establish the economics for
an exemption. Everyone’s just saying, well they’re smaller buildings, they’re not owned by big corporations. It’s admitted that
everyone is kind of blind on this issue in terms of economics. It’s possible that this could be just some kind of windfall and there
is no economic need to do this. I think that’s been admitted. In fact the only economic data that you have, that you indicated, is
that maintenance cost or less per square foot. To lust assume that there’s an economic justification of this to me is arbitrary
capricious to make a policy change on that basis. The economics is the hard numbers issue. The other is that we’re all friends and
family. If it was friends and family, I don’t think the landlords or the owners would be objecting to the RSO. The reason they’re
objecting to it is because they don’t want to be limited to 3 or 4%. They want to raise up to 10%. That’s a family I don’t want to
be a part of right? This whole thing about it, you know everyone’s congenial, and it’s just going to be family and everyone’s going
to get together and be really nice to each other is really a red herring. The reason they don’t want to do this is because they want
to raise to 10%. I’ll tell you the past several years my landlord has raised my rent 10% every time until the emergency ordinance
passed. I was thinking of moving out of Beverly Hills. I just think that to assume that everybody says that I’m friends with my
tenants, that’s just, that’s not the way the world works.
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Exemptions for Properties with 4 Units or Less
COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option Comments Name Tenant/HP
We support, think tenants can support option number 1, no policy change. We’ve heard our landlords make several claims and Mark Elliot Tenant
we heard Paul Silvern repeat that four and under unit properties are categorically different than mom and pop’s. They enjoy
owner efficiencies and perhaps those owners don’t have the same business acumen as a larger property owner. Their price
controls are far heavier on the smaller properties but there’s really no support for any of these claims. We have no provided data
about the effect of price controls or operating costs on these small properties in Beverly Hills. There is no census about how
many properties in Beverly Hills are owner occupied. Small property owners were at the forefront of the resistance to the rental
unit registry and lagged in the registration. What the registry data does show as Paul mentioned is 40% of all rental properties
are all four units or under. Quadriplexes are 40% of those four unit and under properties. When we talk about exempting
fourplexes we’re talking about exempting a big chunk of all these four unit and under properties. Even if we apply the strict
owner occupation criterion, for exemption for four unit and under properties, we’re still talking about 550 families that could
lose rent stabilization protection if properties are exempted. There are 518 BHUSD students that could lose protection so to me
that’s not acceptable. We can’t support option 2 because it could take away from 612 households. Option number 4, there’s not
enough specifics here to really talk about. What impact these conditions have hasn’t been filled out in the memo. We haven’t
heard it today in the presentation. As a last note, the apartment association of Greater Los Angeles has been at the forefront of
pushing for exemption due to the fact that the president is a BH property owner of a fourplex.

I came to Beverly Hills 22 years ago. We had a wonderful landlady for 12 years who raised our rent maybe once. She died. We Chuck Moffett Tenant
had a new owner who evicted us in a matter of 2 months, right in the middle of the school year. That should not happen to
anyone. I think the proposal here is to kill the RSO by what has been called the death of 1,000 cuts. Tenant’s protection should
extend to every household that is entered into a rental agreement. No tenant should expect or tolerate disparate treatment
under the Rent Stabilization Ordinance just because she resides in a property of a certain size. Every rental property, regardless
of size, is a segment of the rental and property leasing business. All property owners enjoy the advantages derived from being in
that business and should have the same responsibilities to their customers as other property businesses. We’ve been in that 4
[unit property under the current ownership for 10 years and now there’s a new owner, a corporate owner. For the last 2 years
we’ve never met the corporate owner even though he lives on Maple Drive. He never comes around, never met any of the
tenants, and evicted one of them that had 3 children who left Beverly Hills and went to Manhattan Beach. This strikes me as a
little bit off key when you say that owners of the sort are sensitive and responsive to tenant needs. Owners have benefits,
Proposition 13 with lower property taxes that are passed down from one generation to another, no inheritance tax on transfers
of real property, tax deductions, financing cost deductions and so forth. People are making a lot of money in real estate, that has
to be taken into consideration too.
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Exemptions for Properties with 4 Units or Less
COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option Comments Name I Tenant/HP
No policy change. I moved in and had I known that this was something that happened in Beverly Hills, I wouldn’t have moved Liz Tenant
here. I’m a great tenant. My parents are landlords in Minneapolis. We own buildings. I have a house. I was in a divorce. I sold a
house up on Beaumont, big beautiful house. I came down there, thought “I want to be in Beverly Hills. I want to be someplace
nice and quiet.” I chose a small place, figured I’m willing to pay the premium. I was looking for something around $5,000, great.
Suddenly it’s five, then five-fifty, then sixty-one, then sixty-nine, then seventy-five, then it’s going to be eight. Before I know it its
ten-thousand dollars. That’s not what I signed up for. I thought, you know, three, four percent, that sucks but I can do it. I can do
it, I’m fortunate. I have millions of dollars. I’m a really fortunate person. I don’t plan on spending the rest of my life here. I’d like
to be here for five or ten years. I could be at ten-thousand. I don’t want to be at ten-thousand. I want to be in a house, and I
understand that I’m going to pay a premium for that, but never in a million years did I think that I was entering into an
agreement where somebody was going to take as much advantage of me as possible. You can’t legislate compassion, or decency.
I happen to live in a building that is owned by a family and it’s been in the family forever and ever and ever. Now the kids have it,
and they get to do what they want. I understand, it’s a free market. Make those adjustments between tenants. Figure something
out, but I’m heartbroken. I want to live here, it’s a beautiful city.

I’m against all of those. I don’t think we should exempt any of them, because I think it’s just like a business. You have a smaller Ramin Zar
business and you have a bigger business, so your expenses and your profits go according to that. There is nothing free over here.
They don’t do any favors for us. They don’t do anything that we shouldn’t have. These are providers; they have to give.

I’m in favor of number one, no policy change. What I’m concerned about is Chuck Moffltt’s comments about corporate tHp

ownership. One of the trends there’s been in say, South Central, is corporate ownership of single-family homes and duplexes.
The result has been tremendous rent increases and lack of maintenance. I’m very sympathetic to mom-and-pop owners, but I’m

yery concerned as to the impact of corporate ownership.
Tom Thompson, renter, I’m in favor of no policy change. I think all tenants should have protection and all landlords who have Tom Thompson Tenant
tenants go by the same rules as everyone else. I’m not quite sure how the state law that’s coming up for vote, Costa Hawkins
(the condominiums and single-family residences that are rentals), will be under rent control. I believe that’s the case. And if we
have exempted any of our units that seems like it would conflict with state law. So that would be something for the council to
consider. Again I support no policy change.
I support number;. I live in a 2 unit duplex. Many people I know live in a 2 unit or 4 unit. Isn’t Beverly Hills unusually heavy with iSteven Heller Tenant
2-4 unit_properties? This exemption in our city would cause a lot of havoc and damage. j
No Policy Change — Exemptions should only be considered for owner occupied duplexes. Exempting four unit buildings would Will Rack Tenant

jasicaIIy mean not protecting a large number of tenants.
Enact City regulation of all rental units regardless of size (no exceptions). Ruth Greene Tenant

±
Exemption from Rent Stabilization: I support option number 1. No policy change is the best option for tenants because every Mark Elliot Tenant
renting household should expect that local rent stabilization protections would apply to them. Moreover, every landlord is in the
business of providing rental housing. Third, an exempted landlord will surely seek to be exempted from the tax on gross income.
Our city should guard against encroachment of exemptions into the limited, and shrinking, stock of RSO housing.

Exemption from Rent Stabilization preferred option number 1: The City should keep its current policies in place. Daniel Bradford ±Tenant
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Exemptions for Properties with 4 Units or Less
COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option Comments Name Tenant/HP
Exemption from Rent Stabilization preferred option number 1 Glen Tenant
Re: Number of units in Buildings under R.S.O. We need to have the same protection for all tenants across the board. I Lynda Goar Tenant
recommend “no policy change”. —

Exemption from Rent Stabilization: Renters Alliance supports option number 1. Jay Newman Tenant

Exemption from Rent Stabilization -- I support option number 1. Benjamin Bryant Tenant

Exemption from Rent Stabilization: I support option number 1. Erik Kelley Tenant

Exemption from Rent Stabilization preferred option number 1. Constance Meyer Tenant
Exemption from Rent Stabilization: Prefer option number 1. No policy change because every renting household should expect Jennifer Jones Tenant
local rent stabilization protections would apply to them. Every landlord is in the business of providing rental housing and an
exempted landlord would definitely seek exemption from the tax on gross income. Beverly Hills should guard against
encroachment of exemptions into the limited supply of RSO housing.
Exemption from Rent Stabilization: Option number 1. No policy change is the best option for tenants because every renting Sandy Tenant
household should expect that local rent stabilization protections would apply to them. Moreover, every landlord is in the
business of providing rental housing. Third, an exempted landlord will surely seek to be exempted from the tax on gross income.
Our city should guard against encroachment of exemptions into the limited, and shrinking, stock of RSO housing.

Session No. 2 (Aug. 26, 2018), Issue No. 2, Exemption for Properties with 4 Units or Less, Correct Option is No. 1. There should be R. C. Little Tenant
no policy change in this regard, since families like mine in a duplex which is a prime candidate for RSO would be exempted, and is
the only policy that encourages responsible land lordship practices for rentals across the broad spectrum of both lower and
higher rent units.

Exemption from Rent Stabilization preferred option number 1. James Spottiswoode Tenant

Exemption from Rent Stabilization: I support the Renters Alliance option 1. Judy Horowitz Tenant

Option 1 Karen Guerrieri Tenant
Exemption from Rent Stabilization: I support option number 1 Mireille Bertagna Tenant

We support number 1. No policy change is the best option for tenants because every renting household should expect that local Jess Bendixen Tenant
rent stabilization protections would apply to them. Moreover, every landlord is in the business of providing rental housing. Third,
an exempted landlord will surely seek to be exempted from the tax on gross income. Our city should guard against
encroachment of exemptions into the limited, and shrinking stock of RSO housing.

V — —
—-I support option number 1 of no change in the existing Ordinance. Every renting household and every landlord should expect Tom Vogt-Nilson Tenant

that local rent stabilization protections would apply to them.
No Comment Tenant
Exemption from Rent Stabilization preferred option number 1 — No exemptions should be allowed. Tenant

Exemption from Rent Stabilization: option number 1. ienant

I support No. 1. No tenant should be without protection. I support Renters Alliance position. Tenant
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Exemptions for Properties with 4 Units or Less
COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option Comments Name I Tenant/HP
Exempt Duplexes and/or Triplexes with No Limitations
2 — - support option number 2 exempting duplexes and triplexes.
2 Smaller buildings are costlier to run in the sense that when there is a vacancy there are less units to offset the loss in revenue.

When there are capital expenditures similarly there are fewer units to help offset the financial burden. Therefore a small rent
raise cap could be risky for owners. If the city council adopts a reasonable rent cap (i.e. 5-7%) then the point is moot.
Consequently these buildings should be part of the RSO that are applied to larger buildings.

2 Juplexes should be exempt so there is legal parity with houses that have accessory units.

2 1ivor policy number 2.
2 I support option number 2. I own a two unit building and we have had great tenants. I have not raised rent but only $200 in six

years. If I raised 4.1% every year it would not be fair to tenants, but at the same time my fixed costs keep rising so I think number
jfor a small operation like me would be the best choice.

We support option number 2. Keeping up with all the legal matters of RSO for individual owners of a duplex! triplex whose
primary job is not in the rental business is very difficult and time consuming. This option also reduces the management costs to
the city. Additionally it also provides for both tenant and owner to operate in a friendly manner and negotiate rent increases
which is fair and reasonable. As duplex owners we have hardly raised the rent for several years. We fortunately had a great
tenant and had no need to increase rent.

There should not be any exempt tenants or landlords in any case. Relocation fees should be paid for any property. There should
not be any exemptions period. It’s a choice of business.

My name is Marc Corren, and I support number 2 - the exemption of duplexes and/or triplexes with no limitations. To make it Marc Corren HP
brief, when the City of Santa Monica enacted their rent control, which was very strict, they exempted units that were three units
or less when one of them were owner-occupied from the get go. They figured those are mom and pop owners. There’s no real
profit in that thing unless you own the property a long time. In speaking with owners, they say that companies that buy
properties, they won’t buy anything less than ten units. Here a size of four units, not really, nothing, and so again it’s a family
building. It’s something that really is not a problem the rent going up in such buildings, so I would go for number 2.

Hi there, my name is Joseph Yadegal. I own a duplex in Beverly Hills. I support number 2 for several reasons. It’s not because I Joseph Yadegal HP
want to increase or have no control over the rent. Actually that is not the issue. The issue is the overhead of coming here,
reading all these law specific things, which really doesn’t mean much to me. I have my own job. Contrary to the other person
saying that, if you rent a place you have to be a businessman. If you have a multi-unit, I understand, but it you have a duplex, you
can’t also really have all these facilities. Having a lawyer read all these advising you. You have to go with your instincts. Also I
support number 2 for the reason that sometimes you live in the place, but because of the work you may have to leave and go to
a different city. You want to have the capability of renting without again not worrying about filling out the forms. Even now I
have to check the mail. Did I receive mail from the City of Beverly Hills regarding this or that? It’s impossible. If you have a
complete setup of larger units, its’s possible. You have the facility, you know what to do. For that reason I very strongly support
number 2.
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Exemptions for Properties with 4 Units or Less
COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option Comments Name I Tenant/HP
am for option number 2. Let me preface my answer by saying that I actually was a landlord-tenant attorney, so defended a lot Jessica Khalili HP

of tenants, even in this city against their landlords. My parents are actually owners of a duplex. It is owner-occupied, we are
living in one of the units. Having this enforcement of the four percent and the relocation fees would really affect us negatively
because we just recently purchased this property. It was our way of owning a home, and my dad uses the rent to pay the
insurance, the property tax, to pay the mortgage, to update the tenant’s lower unit that hasn’t been updated in twenty, thirty
years. So it would negatively affect their ownership. They are not business owners. They don’t know how to run a business. My
dad barely knows how to speak English. So they depend on me. This would really affect them and I understand the tenant’s
rights. I think they should have rights, but we are in an owner-occupied duplex, this negatively affects us so thank you.

Michael McDermott again - housing provider and owner of a duplex. Specifically, I would say, I support the exemption of the Michal McDermott HP
duplexes and others potentially. Primarily duplexes in the sense, not just because it’s self-serving as that might sound, but the
State of California recently passed the accessory unit for zoning of putting in an additional unit in the backyard of your house. So
there seems to be a disconnect where a homeowner can rent their front house and their back accessory unit, but as a duplex
owner I have a different set of rules. So that seems odd. I would also say though for those that own a triplex or a fourplex at least
typically in the laws and in loans are considered residential and in a different classification. So to me it would make sense that
they would go along with the exemption. Lastly, from my understanding this entire issue came up from some larger landlords
that were not good. When you own these small buildings you have a personal relationship. I live in mine. I don’t have an issue if
they’re with the owner limitation personally but it’s just an entirely different business model. To me four units or less makes
sense to exempt. Duplexes in particular because of the parody of houses and accessory units.

Expempt 2-4 Units with No Limitations
In Favor of number 3. 2-4 units when making a loan is considered the same as making a loan on a single family house. It is not
considered a commercial loan. This is a luxury community and people who move here can afford it. They want and get superior
safety, schools, recreation and parks. It is imperative that older building’s classic construction be preserved and the opportunity
for improvements and capital improvements when needed. The cost for this work is very expensive and is similar to a single
family house. Rent control for these type of properties is unreasonable and not necessary.

I do not own a building with 2-4 units. I am aware however that certain fixed costs have to be carried by an owner who receives
much less rental income than a building of the same lot size. Examples of these type of units relate to roofing, stucco, plastering,
landscaping etc. Many of the smaller 2-4 unit buildings have a lot of charm. 1920’s and 1930’s architectural details like moldings
and etc. The details should be preserved and require more investment to repair/ maintain.
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Exemptions for Properties with 4 Units or Less
COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option Comments Name I Tenant/HP
No Policy Choice

All renters should be treated equally. I never would have chosen to rent in my building had I known that an exemption like this
was even an option. In my case, I am a single woman who rents a 3 bedroom. I have no partner and no children. The owners of
my building have kept it in the family for decades. The woman who rented my unit before was there for 17 years. I am paying a
premium. I am appalled that my landlord feels compelled to raise my rent to the maximum allowed and to seek out exemptions
that will allow her to take even more from me. It makes me want to leave. I pay $5,000 now, which becomes $5,500 then
$6,100, then $6,710, then $7,300. Appalling. Under a new policy it would be impossible for anyone to stay 17 years. A fair rent
increase, on a up to market rent, is fair and something I can understand, but I truly feel gouged by my landlord who clearly
wants to maximize her profit without regard for an excellent tenants point of view.

couple of statements. First, I grew up in a duplex and I own a duplex and a six-unit building. We keep seeing basically two sides HP
here; renters crying ten percent increases and landlords crying poor. Obviously the truth is somewhere in the middle. One
person said that you can have an auxiliary unit. That then becomes a two unit building. I think this is really an important point. I
can tell you as an owner of a duplex, and a six unit building, the duplex expenses for me are higher. The last point that I want to
make is owner-occupied exempt, or, in my case what I would like to see is, if your children move in you would have a period of
time they would have to live there, say three years. If we stay with no policy change, with a few exceptions, one of them being
allowing the owner to move back in to the building or his own children, and they stay a minimum time period that no relocation
fee be paid. Because once again, the person who is a tenant absolutely deserves respect, deserves so many things as Mark Elliott
so eloquently points out, but the property owner also deserves some things.

The City of Santa Monica enacted a strict rent control in the late 1970’s, but they exempted any controls on three units or less if
one is owner occupied. These are mom and pop. Companies do not buy units less than ten units.
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Summary of Comments on Banking:

Public comments that oppose any changes to the current bank provisions state that:

• Adding banking provisions creates uncertainty to tenants;
• Banking should not be allowed for both Chapter 5 and Chapter 6;
• If banking is allowed, the owners should be required to inform tenants of repairs made;
• It’s the housing provider’s responsibility to evaluate maintenance and associated costs and plan accordingly;
• Some owners stated that they raise rents periodically on market demands, therefore there is no need for banking;
• Banking shifts the market risk to the tenants.

Public comments that are in support of banking state that:

• Banking allows owners to recoup a loss in rent for future repairs making it a win-win;
• Owners should be allowed flexibility to assist tenants who are experiencing hardships until they maintain a steady stream of

income. This allows owners to maintain good tenants. Banking creates better relations with tenants as it reduces the negative
association with tent increases;

• They support banking with reasonable limitations, some have stated a maximum total increase of 7 to 10%;
• If banking is allowed, tenants should be provided with a three to six-month notice.



Banking Unused Annual Allowable Rent Adjustments
COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option Comments Name Tenant/HP
No Policy Change

I am a tenant and am in favor of option number 1, no policy change. Implementing a policy of allowing unused annual increases to be banked is not a
good idea because it adds a great deal of uncertainty to rent amounts for the tenants. Banking unused rent increases runs contrary to implementing a rent
“stabilization’ program. A second unfavorable effect of a banking policy is the significant additional cost to the City to keep track of rental amounts
(banked vs unbanked). Banking unused annual rent increases is simply a bad idea overall.

Comments.

I support number 1. Big rent increases hurt families, even if masked in that way. Steven Heller tTenant

No Policy Change Will Rack Tenant

Maintain the present rent banking policy. Ruth Greene Tenant

Rent banking policy: I support option number 1. Rent banking is a provision that would offload the risks of a competitive rental marketplace from the Mark Elliot Tenant

landlord on to the tenant. We see no need to change the current policy. However, were the city to agree to rent-banking, it must recognize that factors
such as the magnitude of allowed annual increase and length of carryover period compound, and so a lower limit on carryover, or a shorter carryover
period, would be necessary to shield the tenant from unexpected rent increases if the ‘banked’ increment is carried forward.

_Banking of Annual General Adjustments preferred option number;: support keeping the current policy. Daniel Bradford enant

Banking of Annual General Adjustments preferred option number;. Glen Tenant

Rent banking policy: Renters Alliance supports option number;. Jay Newman Tenant

Rent banking: I support option number 1. Benjamin Bryant Tenant

Rent banking policy:lsupport option numbert Erik Kelley Tenant

Banking of Annual General Adjustments preferred option number: ; Constance Meyer Tenant

Rent banking policy: Prefer option number;. - Jennifer Jones Tenant

Sandy Tenant
Rent banking policy: Option number;. Rent banking is a provision that would offload the risks of a competitive rental marketplace from the landlord on to
the tenant. We see no need to change the current policy. However, were the city to agree to rent-banking, it must recognize that factors such as the
magnitude of allowed annual increase and length of carryover period compound, and so a lower limit on carryover, or a shorter carryover period, would
be necessary to shield the tenant from unexpected rent increases if the ‘banked’ increment is carried forward. - — -

Session No. 2 (Aug. 26, 208), Issue No. , Banking Unused Annual Allowable Adjustments, Correct Option is No. . Option Nos. 2 through 4 create a ticking Tenant

financial time-bomb for existing tenants, are not consistent with market conditions, and essentially create a back-door no-just cause eviction policy R. C. Little
through financial “doomsday” coercion. Option No. 1 is the only reasonable choice here.

James Tenant
Banking of Annual General Adjustments preferred option numberL Spottiswoode
Rent banking policy: I support the Renters Alliance optionl_ Judy Horowitz Tenant

No banking of unused annual allowable rent increases. Karen Guerrieri Tenant

JRent Banking Policy: I support option number;. iieille Bertagna Tenant

We support number;. Rent banking is a provision that would offload the risks of a competitive rental marketplace from the landlord on to the tenant \We Jess Bendixen Tenant
see no need to change the current policy. However, were the city to agree to rent-banking, it must recognize that factors such as the magnitude of
allowed annual increase and length of carryover period compound, and so a lower limit on carryover, or a shorter carryover period, would be necessary to
shield the tenant from unexpected rent increases if the “banked” increment is carried forward.
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Banking Unused Annual Allowable Rent Adjustments
COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option Comments Name Tenant/HP

Tom Vogt-Nilson Tenant
I support option number J of no change in the existing ordinance. The implementation of rent banking would simply offload risk from the landlord on to
the tenant, with absolutely no benefit to the tenant.

I No comment. nant

Tenant
Banking of Annual General Adjustments preferred option number 1: Tenants should be protected against rent increases of unexpected magnitude. L

Rent banking policy: Option number 1. Rent banking is a provision that would offload the risks of a competitive rental marketplace from the landlord on to
Tenant

the tenant. We see no need to change the current policy.
I support number 1. Limit affordability problems for renters,’ but don’t force landlords to raise rents. support the position of Renters Alliance. Tom Thompson Tenant

Adopt a Banking Provision for Both Chapters 5 and 6 Tenants without Limitations

3 I am in favor of option number 3 on this form. In the presentation made there was a fourth option. Please note Chapter 6 was to identify renters who
were paying luxury rent amounts for luxury apartments. It was understood that tenants in luxury apartments did not need the same type of protections as
ChapterS tenants. To alter the original intent of the original rent stabilization takes Beverly Hills down a path that is wrong for this community. We attract
quality residents seeking good schools and safe and secure housing. Banking of increases in rent allows for not increasing rent for tenants who are at or
near market rent. To allow for periods when rent is declining. To allow for increases when capital improvements may be required that impact all tenants.
The amount of banking should be unlimited as long as there is the possibility of limiting increases in rent to 7% or less per year.

H
Having a lower rent in the immediate benefits tenants as well as allows them to have extra disposable income. Rent banking also allows housing providers
to recoup a loss in rent for a future time when additional funds are needed for repairs/maintenance. It’s a “win-win” for tenants and landlords. Please
adopt this. Thanks.

Hello, good afternoon, my name is Matthew Finerman. My family has a couple of small apartment buildings. I have also been a tenant, both in West Matthew Finerman HP
Hollywood and in Chicago. The concept of banking hadn’t occurred to me before we got into the facilitated discussions. A couple of scenarios does seem
to be certainly legitimate. In fact, one of the first meetings we had over at Roxbury, there was an owner who said that he did not raise, and maybe even
lowered his rent, for a period of time because of subway construction right near his buildings. Now for those of you who have driven the streets here
recently, I’m sure you haven’t had any traffic problems at all, but there’s a good chance it will get worse until Mark Elliott gets us all out of our cars and
onto bicycles or we all get Birds which are currently not allowed in Beverly Hills. So there will be increased difficulty in renting to new tenants while
subway construction is going on. Second scenario that I have experienced and that is in the case of divorcees. I know you’ll be shocked but not all
estranged couples get along, and there have been multiple cases where quote unquote “that SOB. is not coming through with the alimony payments, but
my attorney assures us that we’ll be getting it.” So it would be appropriate for a good tenant, especially one with children to hold the prices down for a
period of time until they have a more steady income. Similar scenario would be someone who’s temporarily disabled, who is a good tenant and we’d want
to keep them, but where there’s assurances that they will be able to do better in the future. As far as the banking provision, I think it’s probably easier that
ChapterS and Chapter 6 are in different situations, so uniform is much easier. Sorry I’m not worried about the cost to the city staff as much as I am the
cost to myself, so if there’s a different policy to Chapter 5 and Chapter 6 because of the nature of the tenants, that would be appropriate. Otherwise a
uniform policy so they know what to expect.

Adopt and banking provision with a limit on the total amount of rent Increased annually or other limitations

In favor of policy number 4 with a cap and time limitations.

Limitation number 4 with rent review. -

I am a long time Chapter 5 tenant. No on option number 1- It is too risky for Chapter 5 tenants, number 2- don’t remove, number 3-still too much
uncertainty, and number 4-is the only possibility. We’d have to know how much the increase is and what the limitations are. We also have to have more
details on the formulas. I oppose banking. The only possibility could be number 4. To institute it now for ChapterS long time tenants is detrimental.
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Banking Unused Annual Allowable Rent Adjustments
COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option Comments Name Tenant/HP

I support option number 4 with reasonable limitations on the maximum amount (i.e. 10%) and the number of times it can be used with advanced notice of
30 days or more.

I am concerned about a rent banking policy becuase it shifts the market risk to the tenants. For example, imagine the sticker shock, we have a 4.1% Mark Elliott Tenant
allowed annual increase. The tenant gets a couple or a few years of modest increases, that carrying over, the rent banking, to that fourth year. If we
allowed a three year carryover, even at a relatively low 4.1% annual cap, relative to what we’ve had before, even under that low cap that tenant can get
as much as a ten, eleven percent increase in that carryover year. That’s more than what would have been allowed under an earlier scenario. We have to
be careful. The devil is in the details of rent banking, and it really depends on how high the allowed annual increase is and how long is that term that’s
allowed for carryover, and any other guardrails that we can put on that. That’s why Option number 4 comes in. So the risk escalates at annual increase,
and the risk to the tenant escalates on the period of carryover. That’s why we saw some of the cities in the HR&A memo apply guardrails to the policies
and also why most of those cities that have rent banking also allow a relatively low annual increase. Nine cities allow rent banking, this is excluding
Beverly Hills which is Chapter 5 only. Eight of the nine establish an allowable increase at 100% of CPI or lower, which is our current cap. Three percent or
CPI, and now we’re at CPI. Six of those eight that have that 100% of CPI, actually have much lower allowed annual increases. They average about 70% of
CPI, so when they allow rent banking it’s at a much lower base since the annual increase that’s allowed is much lower. That really reduces the risk to
tenants. So in terms of policy options: no on policy option number; - tenants can support this option. We see no need to put rent banking on books for
Chapter 6, when it might introduce that risk to tenants that we don’t bear otherwise. And also the uncertainty of when is that increase going to be carried
over? One of the problems with the ten percent cap we used to have is that uncertainty. This year am I going to be getting ten percent or two percent?
This kind of reintroduces some of that risk. Option number 2 - tenants cannot support ending this ChapterS multi-year option. It seems kind of
hypothetical in Chapter 5. We don’t have any data from HR&A or from the city to know when this might have been applied to Chapter 5 tenants, so it’s a
little bit hypothetical and seems like it’s not really used. So why remove the multi-use restriction? It might introduce that risk for ChapterS. For Option
number 3, tenants cannot support this option. This, without limitations, is where the impact to tenants comes in. That’s where the escalating risk comes in
so we couldn’t support anything that removes limitations altogether. That’s crazy. Option number 4 - this option is a little bit impossible to evaluate. What
could the impact be? We don’t know. It wasn’t provided in the memos. It didn’t game out scenarios under what annual increases might be allowed and
what that carryover term was. So we don’t know unless we’re mathematicians and we make our own model, and I certainly will do that myself because I’d
like to know how it games out, but the memo did not game it out. The risk has to be mitigated. In summary, we could support under very limited
conditions option 4 only. With limitations, but more details.

My name is Earl Goldstein and I am a housing provider. I would support, and I do support number 4 for several reasons. First, the whole idea of rent Earl Goldstein HP
banking allows a landlord who really doesn’t want to raise the rent on a tenant because the tenant happens to be a friend or an excellent tenant. To give a
raise, even though you could say there’s a cost of living, there’s always a bit of a degree of negativity associated with it. So if there’s a tenant, for example,
that I have that I don’t want to raise the rent, and two years passes and I don’t raise the rent but the cost of living has in fact gone up considerably, I would
like to have that ability with explaining that to the tenant. I do also support a cap because as Mark Elliott said, if it’s too big then you’re returning to an
area of scaring the tenant or putting fear into the heart of the tenant. As far as ChapterS, I think most and there’s only what? Is it one hundred thirty two
Chapter 5’s left? I honestly believe that almost, probably everyone who has Chapters tenants, they know those tenants. I believe they’re tenants that
need the most protection in that they’re usually the oldest and the most vulnerable. So, I’m not sure exactly how to say that but I don’t like the idea of
banking for an older person. They might be more susceptible to say, if you bank three percent for two years and then suddenly it’s six percent and it’s
more harmful to them. So I would say support number 4 with those caveats. Thank you.
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Policy Option Comments Name Tenant/HP

I kind of wish that you had given a simple explanation of the banking and maybe told us how its applied in West Hollywood or other cities because I still Tenant
don’t quite understand it. I’m starting to, but I don’t have a good understanding about it. What I’d like to say is, I had a wonderful landlord, Donald lsaacs,
who passed away. He was an Academy Award winning film editor. I had no family and he assured me, honey we’ll take care of you. If you ever cant pay
your rent don’t worry about it. That’s before Donald Sterling came and we had to have rent control. My landlord would have been so great. He said I
would have left you alone but now we have to have the increase because the wife who does the books is worried that we may stay at this low rent forever
if we don’t start increasing you. So in honor of my dear and wonderful landlord, I would think he would go for number 4, but with modifications, and have
to know the feasibility of it. There has to be some kind of protection for the Chapters tenants because we’re on a fixed income. I still work, but I’m on a
fixed income. Re: banking - Can you give an example of how it works? Like, make up an example, for Tenant A and Tenant B, a Chapter 5 and a Chapter 6,
and how it’s instituted. I just think this would be a fiscal nightmare for the city to figure out how to do this. If someone moves out then how do you know
what/where they were at with their rent banking? It’s, to me, a nightmare. I’m not in favor of it, I would say number 4, but with limitations and
restrictions.

I’m an owner of a very small property. I’m always friendly with my tenants. For many years I didn’t raise the rent. Now, I’m all for banking, because HP
otherwise I would have to raise every year and this may put a hardship on some of them. It may produce some friction. So I’d rather have banking and
decide when I want to raise, or decide not to raise. I think it would be a better idea.

4 Adopt a banking provision that allows flexibility but with a cap on the total rent increase.

4 everal members of the council attended the meeting on this subject a few weeks ago and this is an extraordinarily complicated issue. Not just rent Chuck Moffett HP
banking, but also rent stabilization. When in a public policy environment, I used to, years ago, try to go about it first with its principles. One of the first
principles of the tenants, of which I am one, believes that the landlord should be aware of at all time is that they are business people. They should behave
like business people and make business decisions that are rational. That gets involved in other areas and of course the rent banking. Of course which we
will discuss. With respect to rent banking, my view is that this is where business people should be able to make rational decisions as business people. The
idea that they are compelled or would be compelled to raise the rent in an environment where the city forces them without rent banking is really a
violation of that principle. So in that sense I’m very much in favor of the rent banking provision. How can it hurt the tenants? The truth of the matter is
that if you get a rent reduction (which you get in fact when it isn’t raised) for 2-3 years and you take that and go down to the bank and you put it in the
bank or you invest it in security and when you get it out 4 years later (say hypothetically you get a rent raise) you take that money and the interest that it’s
earned and apply it to the 1st month’s rent. So the 4th year, I’ve run some numbers on this, you basically get a one year reduction in rent. Which gives you
a 3% or 2.7% real rent increase for the 4th year. So there would be no harm to you. What rent banking does do is it compels people to be prudent. To plan
prudently and to understand that their rent hasn’t been raised for 2-3 years. It could very well be raised up to that level for the 4th year if we’re talking 2-3
years. So I too am in favor of number 4. I like immediate gratification. I learned that from my children and grandchildren. I’d like to have immediate rent
reduction instead of a rent raise for 2-3 years knowing that in the 4th year it could be raised. But in the meantime I would’ve earned 15-20% on my
investments from that money that I’d saved.

I work for a housing provider so I’m speaking in favor of the banking of the rent increases. To answer one of the questions that came up about why the
landlord wouldn’t want to do this, and I think this was mentioned last week, but during the downturn of 2008, 2009, 2010 we actually reduced rent. We
gave the tenants a considerable break on their rent and historically we have never raised the rent by 10% even when it was allowed. I think it does allow
those landlords who basically took a hit during those down years when expenses remained the same. When rent goes down, our expenses don’t go down,
they continue. I think, especially considering the immediacy of what happened between 2016-17, the fact that landlords weren’t able to budget for that
and these expenses continued in older buildings in particular, I would support and I believe my employer would support number 4 with some reasonable
revisions/limitations.
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I am a housing provider, but I’ve also been a tenant. What strikes me about banking from a tenant’s perspective is that sense of the unknown. From a Martin McDermott HP
landlords perspective though, we’ve never done the annual increases, so to me one way to address the tension would be to create some sort of notice
provision. If you’re going to raise the rent it’s not going to be something that snuck up on you. You’d be planning ahead for the future. Like one of the
people that was talking about it before. You’d be into business planning and it could be some amount of months. Therefore the notice would go to the
tenants -4 months, 5 months, 6 months or whatever in advance. It doesn’t really matter, but there would be some provision that would allow the tenant
to then plan for the future. Of course the landlord too as well. That to me would be very logical thing. As landlords you don’t want to put your tenants in
an awkward position. In a certain sense, you’re in a partnership together. That’s how it works for me and the commercial side of the world. I would say
there should be some kind of notice provision. I would be in support of it for all the reasons that have been said before and maybe the option 4 probably.

I haven’t heard anyone mention this possibility before. I’m in support of number 4. Bank increases would be fairer to tenants who are already spending a Tom Thompson Tenant
much larger portion of their income on housing in Beverly Hills than in other areas in California. Seems fair to me that if there’s going to be bank hours
that should apply towards the following tenant. If there’s an eviction for just cause or whatever reason those banked hours would be applied to the new
rent for the new tenant but not the existing tenant. With the large proportion of income spent on housing even a 2 year surprise could make a tenant
have to leave. I think option 4 is good, but with the provision that the banked hours only applied to the following tenancy and not the existing tenancy.

No Policy Choice

I support banking with a provision to notice tenants 3-6 months in advance.

-t — -4
Banking is terrible. If you cannot save rent increases the tenants will go crazy.

No banking. The landlords will use this to not do anything for a few years, and then have expenses during the time that they need to fix something and
then bring all the years of no increases on the tenants. More data and sessions are needed to understand. No banking on either Chapter 5 or 6. It doesn’t
make sense. If there is banking the housing provider should notify the tenant what he or she is doing.

I am not a fan of banking rent increases. It is a landlord’s responsibility to evaluate maintenance issues and upcoming future costs (i.e. roofing, seismic,
rehabbing) and to factor these costs into yearly raises. Tenants and landlords would have reasonable expectations.

Hi I’m Michael Hartounian. Just to clear the air as to what terms you’re using and what the definitions are. I want to be sure that your understanding of Michael Hartounian HP
these terms is the same as mine. Banking - let’s say the annual rent is increased ten percent a year, are you referring to a five percent increase in one year,
and then banking the difference between five and ten percent for an additional five percent in the second year? Are there any tenants here? Does
anybody like this idea? Alright, there you go. Why does a landlord do that? We raise periodically, we don’t raise every year. We don’t raise ten percent
every year. We raise every year periodically depending on what the market does. We’re a family. My mother and I live in two separate units, and we have
two tenants, and that’s it. It’s like a family. That’s the way some of these complexes work. We’re in touch with the tenants. We see them every day. We
talk to them every day. It’s always a negotiation over the rent increases, it’s never the full amount allowed by statute. So I don’t understand what’s really
going on. I don’t have a problem necessarily with having a schedule of increases over a period of years. Then you used the term ChapterS, I just want to
be sure you’re talking about four units or less, nothing else that’s five units or above. In response to HR&A comment about ChapterS distinction it’s thirty
years. Thirty years you’re going to roll back rents to thirty years or what? Yeah I’m a little confused. My personal opinion, and I think my mother shares
this as well, I don’t think there should be banking at all. How does anybody predict when a landlord’s going to go back in time and say “oh I didn’t raise
you 100%”? That’s crazy.
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Summary Comments on Relocation Fees:

Public comments in support of retaining relocation fees argued that:

• Relocation fees are necessary to pay for the cost of moving. They rejected any qualifying conditions such as being tied to
income or the size of the unit.

• Relocation fees need to be increased because they do not cover the true cost of moving. They also supported increasing fees
for specific vulnerable groups: long term tenants, adding a three-bedroom tier, senior citizens, disabled, low income, families,
and children attending BHUSD. Relocation fees should cover at least one year’s rent at the Beverly Hills level. This would
discourage investors and developers from removing families from their home.

• The difference in percentage of payment of relocation fees for “qualified” and “low income” tenants is less in Beverly Hills than
surrounding cities. For example, in Los Angeles they’re double; Beverly Hills fees need to be increased.

Public comments opposing relocation fees claim that:

• There is no evidence for a need for an RSO Ordinance. Relocation Fees should not have been implemented for Chapter 6
tenants;

• Relocation Fees discourage owners from evicting problem tenants, adversely affecting the safety, health, and quality of life of
tenants. Housing providers should have the ability to remove nuisance tenants without payment of relocation fees because
they disrupt the community;

• Relocation fees put an undue burden on housing providers. They reduce property values. Tenants should use the security
deposit to move;

• Exemptions should be allowed, such as for properties with four units or less and housing providers who are moving in family;
• The disagreed with identifying families with children enrolled in BHUSD as a qualified group;
• Relocation fees lead to tenants gaming the system, such as becoming “professional tenants”, and encourage bad actors to

act worse in order to extract relocation fees. In response, they said tenants should be limited to the number of times they can
receive relocation fees. Relocation fees should only apply to protected classes and based on income levels;

• Relocation fees create perverse incentives for housing providers;
• A three-person committee, consisting of a tenant, housing provider, and code enforcement officer should hear disputes for

relocation cases.



RELOCATION FEES
COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option Comments Name Tenant/HP

No Policy Change

No policy change. Do not complicate what is now simple. —— -

I feel that the best option is #1: No Policy Change.” Option #2 will add too much complexity to the concept of having
relocation fees. I dont like option #3 at all. That would just be a huge negative step backwards.
No. 1, No Policy Change; though I believe the amounts are not representative of costs of moving I think the fees are effective
and the fact that no one is happy - is good. This should be rarer if no-fault is eliminated, thus it is less important.

What is temporary eviction vs permanent eviction?! Leave as is. No change.
No policy change except raise the fee for seniors and the disabled. Many seniors live and enjoy Beverly Hills. Many would
suffer financially if they were forced to move.
No Comment -

lssue #1 Relocation Fees: Retain Option #1 with an addendum: relocation fees should be adjusted to compensate (make
whole) tenant in finding rental units commensurate to location and rental amount being vacated.

I support option #1. And please add a three-bedroom tier to the schedule of fees, which is where many of us families are. Steven Heller Tenant

-

No Policy Change — relocation fees are important to keep landlords from bad actions.

Relocation fees policy: I support option #1. Beverly Hills should retain the current relocation fee framework, however
relocation fees need to be revisited within the context of a no-change option. The fee schedule should fairly include: 1) a
three-bedroom fee tier; 2) payment of a supplement for any and every eligible occupant; and 3) reflect the realistic and
current costs to relocate -- not identify a figure that is inflation-adjusted to our current base year.

Relocation Fees preferred option #1: The City should keep the current relocation fees in place.

Relocation Fees preferred option #:1
Relocation fees policy: Renters Alliance supports option #1.

Relocation fees -- I support option #1.
Relocation fees: I support option #1.

Relocation Fees preferred option #1.

Relocation fees policy: Prefer option #1. We should retain the current relocation fee framework, however the fee schedule
Lshould include: 1) a 3-bedroom fee tier; 2) supplement payment for any and every eligible occupant; and 3) reflect the
realistic and current costs to relocate - rather than a figure that is inflation-adjusted to our current base year.

I

Will Rack jenant
Mark Elliot Tenant

Daniel Tenant
Bradford

Glen Tenant
Jay Newman Tenant
Benjamin Tenant
Bryant
Erik Kelley Tenant

,Constance Tenant
Meyer

Jennifer Jones Tenant
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RELOCATION FEES
COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option Comments Name Tenant/HP

Sandy Tenant
Relocation fees policy: Option #1. Beverly Hills should retain the current relocation fee framework. But relocation fees need
to be revisited within the context of a no-change option. The fee schedule should fairly include: 1) a 3-bedroom fee tier; 2)
payment of a supplement for any and every eligible occupant; and 3) reflect the realistic and current costs to relocate -- not
identify a figure that is inflation-adjusted to our current base year.
Ladies/Gentlemen: My family has been renting the same residence in the City of Beverly Hills since November 2012. My Tenant
children attend school in the Beverly Hills Unified School District. I am an assistant soccer coach for girls under 12 in Beverly
Hills AYSO Region 76. I am an attorney, and my spouse is an entertainment manager. Please consider my responses to the
issues below: Session No. 1 (Aug. 15, 2018), Issue No. 1: Relocation Fees, Correct Policy Option is No. 1: Relocation fee R. C. Little
requirements should continue as they currently exist. Policy No. 2 does not fit because the existing criteria already make
sense. Policy Option No. 3 is unacceptable and contrary to the health of the RSO and the City’s residents who depend upon
it.

James Tenant
Relocation Fees preferred option #1 Spottiswoode

Judy Horowitz Tenant

Relocation fees: I support option #1. I support the Renters Alliance position.
I support option #1. Relocation fees assist the tenant in securing replacement housing and should be paid at the time the Karen Guerrieri Tenant
landlord issues an involuntary termination. -

Mireille Tenant

Relocation Fees Policy: I support option #1 Bertagna

We support #1. The relocation fee needs to be higher. I believe we would get $14,000 because we live in a 2 bed, 1 bath and Jess Bendixen Tenant
we have two kids (8 year old & 10 year old). Of course $14,000 is some help, but not enough if you look at the big picture,
especially since we may have to move out of Beverly Hills. If we had to do so then we would need to put our two sons in
private school. We can’t afford that.
I am a retired senior citizen and have lived in Beverly Hills as a Chapter 6 tenant for almost 12 years in the same large Tom Vogt- Tenant
apartment complex. Here are my thoughts on some of the topics discussed at the Facilitated Dialogue Sessions held in Nilson
August and September which I attended. For your reference, I have indicated which option(s) suggested by HR&A Advisors
that I am supporting. I support option #1 of no change in the existing Ordinance. The existing Ordinance and the amounts
specified therein seem fair and equitable.
No Comment

____

Tenant
Relocation Fees preferred option #: 1 — I also support additional provisions for seniors, minors, or disabled residents in Tenant

jhousehold

Relocation fees policy: option #1. Tenant
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RELOCATION FEES
COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option Comments Name Tenant/HP

I support #1 but many 3 bedroom apartments exist here, mostly in old beautiful classics with fine craftsmanship. Please don’t Tom Tenant
make it cheap/easy to demolish these treasures. Relocation fees should be much more. Like actual moving expenses to an Thompson
equally desirable 3 bedroom in Beverly Hills, plus at least 1 year rent (not in Lancaster or Barstow). Existing relocation fees
are but small pocket change to a building owners value of over 20 times the gross annual income. Our kind council can
“disincentive” investors and developers from kicking our beloved locals to the curb (literally). Seniors won’t last much longer,
so give them a break in their final years, please?

No Policy Change. I support this option. Tenant
The elimination of relocation fees is unfair and unjust. This would completely disregard for tenants in Beverly Hills. What if
the landowners would be asked to leave their home in matter of days? Evictions are very different than relocation fees.
According to today’s rental rate hikes, the relocation fee would be an understated assistance in order to preserve a
somewhat similar standard of living. Relocation fees should stand as they are regardless of someone’s income. Hardship is
hardship, emotional distress/moving boxes/leaving your home is as equally stressful for a human being regardless of income.

Adopt fair mandatory relocation payments and include an additional $2000 for any senior, disabled person, or minor forced Ruth Greene Tenant
to relocate.

Alter Fee Amounts to Accountfor Additional Criteria

Offering relocation fees to people who problems encourages bad actors to act worse in order to receive fees for relocation.
Couldn’t you have a mediation procedure similar to what Culver City once had?

2 Remove fees for just-cause evictions. Only have relocation fees for no-cause evictions. We should not reward disruptive,
opportunistic or illegal behavior. Have a flat fee for no-cause evictions based on size of apartment and tenancy after 5 years.
Opportunistic tenants will then be deterred. This also avoids discrimination when deciding to rent to people who are over 62
or have children.

There should be a human element. For example a 3 person committee or board comprised of a tenant, housing provider and
code enforcement officer to hear disputed relocation fee cases. - Earl Goldstein, Housing Provider.

No comment

Relocation fees should be (illegible) tested a tenant living in a luxury apt. Chapter 6 should not be eligible for any relocation,
for cause or no cause eviction, unless as in a protected class, such as seniors, handicapped or a single parent with children
going to Beverly Hills schools. Chapter 5 does spell out issues of displacement where a building needs to be refurbished or an
individual apartment needs rehabilitation.
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COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option Comments Name Tenant/HP

Relocation fees should be based on a combination of size of units and duration of tenancy. A person that has been in a unit
for 1 year should not get the same amount as someone that has lived there for 20 years, and is a senior and has thought that
they had a home for the rest of their life. This would eliminate the landlords argument about professional tenants” make a
living by relocation fees. Why is Beverly Hills lower than West Hollywood and Santa Monica?

2 No comment
2 First of all, thank you to all in the B.H. City Council, the Rent Stabilization area of Community Services, and everyone in City Lynda Goat Tenant

Hall for the commitment to see this Ordinance through to the end and trying to listen to all sides of the argument, and be
fair to everyone. No protections regarding relocation fees have been discussed for longtime tenants, 20 years or more, and
are living on a limited income, or are elderly and/or disabled? We know Chapter 6 is the majority of the renters in Beverly
Hills, and there is a portion of Chapter 6 that is made up by that tenant category. No, if you think that those people are all
included in Chapter 5, that’s not the case! We should start by finding out what percentage of Beverly Hills Chapter 6 tenants
fall into this category, because right now, as far as our rent control ordinance is concerned, these people don’t exist. I asked
Paul, at the last meeting, and he said the City has a way of finding this out. Obviously a tenant that is elderly, and disabled
and/or low income, should logically require more than a $2,000 relocation fee, and they deserve more. So let’s set up
realistic relocation fees that are not totally based on the size of the unit. If it were based partially on the length of tenancy,
no renter could “make a living” from relocation fees as the Landlord’s have suggested. People who have lived in their units
for 20 to 30 years should NOT get the same amount as people who moved in 1 to 3 years ago. And tenants who have tenure,
and are elderly, disabled, and/or low income need to be a protected class within Chapter 6, either “qualified” or “low
Income”. Lilli Bosse, at a City Council meeting last Fall, when she overheard some of us discussing this in the hallway,
promised us that this would be addressed. And even some of the landlords, who have gotten up to speak at various
Meetings, seem to agree that there should be protection for this category of renters. So look at the relocation fees in our
surrounding cities, West Hollywood and Santa Monica who took the time to think about these tenants, Beverly Hills’
relocation fee for “qualified” is 32% more than regular tenants, whereas the other 2 cities listed are anywhere from 15% to
164% more for ‘qualified”, and from 72% to 233% for “low income”. We need to establish a realistic amount for elderly and
disabled, and add an amount for “low income”. These are the people that will suffer the most from some of the
unscrupulous landlords. The relocation fee for this class must be one that could logically move a tenant into a like unit, in a
nearby city, if not Beverly Hills. And it doesn’t have to be a complicated calculation. I recommend Option 2 Alter fee amounts
to Account for Additional Criteria, and take into account duration of tenancy and financial circumstances.

Agree that relocation fees should have different amounts for different issues. A “bad citizen” (noisy, substance abusing, Air

BnBing the unit) should not get as much as the little old lady forced to move so that landlords daughter can move in.
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Policy Option Comments Name Tenant/HP

Eliminate Relocation Requirements and Fees

I believe we should eliminate the requirements and fees for all tenants and housing providers. There does not appear to be a
statistically greater number of evictions in Beverly Hills over the years, when no such fees existed. Thus why spend more
money on this new infrastructure, when it is shown that relocation fees have no impact on reducing evictions?

Remove fees for just-cause evictions. Only have relocation fees for no-cause evictions. We should not reward disruptive,
opportunistic or illegal behavior. Have a flat fee for no-cause evictions based on size of apartment and tenancy after 5 years.
Opportunistic tenants will then be deterred. This also avoids discrimination when deciding to rent to people who are over 62
or have children.

1As a landlord, I am glad to have qualified tenants who stay for an extended period. However, I believe that relocation fees
incentivize tenants who might otherwise have thought of moving to stay in a unit in the belief that they might be paid a
relocation fee for holding out. In addition, landlords might hesitate to ask a “trouble” tenant to leave in order to avoid paying
a relocation fee. The fee is onerous; however I might approve of a fee to relocate tenants when an owner wants to take a
property off the market as a rental completely (under Ellis Act).

If a housing provider evicts for personal use or condo conversion, yes on relocation fees. If 60 day no cause - continue policy
of no rental increase for next tenant. No relocation fee in this case.
Landlord - Because I own the building and should be able to do what I choose.

3 No comment
3 There is no financial advantage to ask a tenant to leave because the apartment has to be rented at the same amount. It is

used when it is imperative to get a problem tenant out of the building. Relocation fees are a second penalty to landlords who
will lose money when the unit is vacant.

3 Eliminate relocation requirements and fees.
3 Please eliminate relocation fee provisions for both Chapter 5 and Chapter 6 tenants. In other words, reinstate the “no cause -

no fault eviction’ laws enabling Beverly Hills landlords to only be required to give tenants a 60 day move out notice at our
discretion but without having to paya single penny in relocation fees!
“1 support policy option no. 3 (eliminate relocation requirements and fee provisions from chapter 5 and chapter 6 tenants)
for the following reasons: a housing provider’s arguments: there is no need and there should be no relocation fees.
Relocation fees might justifiably be required if there were substantial data that tenants were being evicted for no cause. In
light of these figures, we submit that there is absolutely no basis and no justification for relocation fees of any kind.

Comments I Concerns I Suggestions: Please eliminate relocation fees. Provisions for both chapter 5 and chapter 6 tenants - ln
other words, reinstate the “no cause - no fault eviction” laws enabling Beverly Hills landlords to only be required to give
tenants a 60 day move out notice at our discretion but without having to pay a single penny in relocation fees!
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RELOCATION FEES
COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option Comments Name Tenant/HP

No Policy Change & Eliminate Relocation Requirements and Fees

1 & 3 #2 - Will open city/landlords to tremendous Fair Housing lawsuits. Combination of #1 & #3 - Landlords need opportunity to
remove nuisance tenants w/o relocation fees. It will perpetuate bad behavior tenants that disrupt our community.

No Policy Choice

Not enough money to relocate, it has to be at present rent rates not what the tenants are paying.
Chapter 5 long time tenant - over 30 years. As a long time rent control tenant - over 30 years - prior to RSO 1979 - my dear
landlord Don lsaacs assured me this was my home and I would always have a roof over my head. He said if I ever could not
pay my rent to let him know. He would “carry” me. Don lsaacs passed away. Unfortunately I have had no new carpeting - no
new painting. My landlady’s daughter has suggested I move into City housing -hint, hint. *1 think the fees for a senior should
be based on the length of time the tenant lived in the unit. * Rationale - costs go up annually. I would not be able to afford
an apartment in Beverly Hills - or in WEHO either...or Santa Monica. *Why are BH fees lower than the other cities relocation
fees? There is a drastic difference! The relocation fees are too low for qualified tenants! *When the landlords had to pay fees
based on the time the tenant lived in their unit. That was an incentive for the landlord not to evict - even just cause - it was a
deterrent and we need it back. The relocation formula based on length of time lived in the unit. Please out back the
relocation fees to length of years lived in the unit. Why are WeHO - Santa Monica’s fees doubled when BH Rents are higher
than those cities? I can’t afford to go elsewhere. Protect your seniors!

To answer your question, what you requested of us, no policy change is obviously stagnation. To have an elimination of
relocation requirements and fees is taking a giant step backwards. What we’re hoping that when you address, and just as the
prior speaker Hal pointed out very clearly is your bolded comment as to additional criteria. Were looking for the City Council
to look at the City of Beverly Hills and look at those criteria. We’ve had in this city for many years criteria and things along
the lines of, that from the owner’s side in relocation there were written or unwritten rules that said that when an owner of a
duplex, triplex or fourplexes, small units were able to move in their elderly mother or whatever, at points when they needed
to take care of these things. These criteria, and the criteria of whether that eviction is going on. Hal brings up an important
point that the imbalance, and that’s my comment, involved in criteria in Option #2, is that there isn’t balance. And in order to
balance the situation, obviously other things come into play, like Hal’s bringing up nuisance laws and the control. Tenants
want landlords to take responsibility for things that current code doesn’t take into account and those are the comments as
far as criteria that we should be considering. Thank you.
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RELOCATION FEES
COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option Comments Name Tenant/HP

Let me preface my answer by stating that was previously a landlord tenant attorney and I represented many tenants being
evicted by their landlords and helped many landlords evict their tenants. I truly believe that the relocation fees in Beverly
Hills would extremely hurt the property values and affect the Landlords who are individuals and trusts, causing many of
them to have to sell to major corporations. By doing so, we will see what is happening in West Hollywood, occur in Beverly
Hills. Which is major corporations coming and purchasing these properties and then building major residential buildings.
Although this may be deemed as benefit to our city, it would be a detriment to many families who purchase duplexes,
triplexes and fourplexes. Many of these homeowners purchase these properties as means to be able to afford their
mortgage and at one time pass on this property to their children, so that they may in turn have somewhere to live with their
future family. Having to pay a relocation fee in order to have your family member move in to your property can be very
costly and negates the intent of owning an income producing property for the individual owner or trust. I do believe
relocation fees should be enacted for properties that have 4 or more units, however I believe it is punitive to the smaller
buildings.

Students /School Officials Living in Apartments. If Council is considering complicated Rent Stabilization Ordinance, consider
the definition of a student and school official. Whether a student is somebody that attends one of the B.H.U.S.D. schools or
just attends any school, including on line, private, out of district schools. Consider if the school official is part time, full time,
substitute, etc.

Rent Increase Considerations. I am a certified public accountant by training, and I had trouble following the rent increase
form that was being proposed by the City. In most cases, these requests are not approved, and the criteria is set so high that
it is nearly impossible to ever gain approval. Council should evaluate the proposed form and look at it from a lay person’s
perspective to see if it makes sense. I suggest that the requested financial information be in the same format as a Form 1040,
which housing providers are already used to preparing.

RSO Exemptions. Council should make the following exemptions under the R5O: Compensation should not be required when
displacing tenants for an owner/occupier. Housing providers should have an option to move into their own property without
being encumbered by relocation fees. Buildings that are four or fewer units should be exempted. These buildings are
typically owned by smaller, “mom and pop” owners that do not have the sophistication or time to abide by the complexities
of the Rent Stabilization Ordinance. The operation of these buildings closely resembles single-family homes and, in many
cases, are occupied by owners (as is my case). Apartment units housing tenants that can afford to pay $3,000 or more per
month for a one or two-bedroom apartment should be exempt under the Rent Stabilization ordinance. Right now, Beverly
Hills has price controls on apartment units charging as much as $10,000 per month, which makes no sense whatsoever. In
this context, the City may consider updating and adjusting the concept of Chapter 5 and Chapter 6 to better protect tenants
paying lower rents and by eliminating protections on wealthier tenants (or leaving Chapter 6 increases at 10%).
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RELOCATION FEES
COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option Comments j Name Tenant/HP

Banking Rent Increases. Housing providers should not feel compelled to consistently increase tents by the maximum
allowable percentage each year. Like any business, they should be given the flexibility to respond to changes in operating
costs and market conditions. Accordingly, the Council should allow the “banking of forgone tent increases without a

1maximum limitation.
Other Comments. Council needs to study the cost of rent stabilization ordinances in cities such as Santa Monica, West
Hollywood and other like cities. The cost of managing these ordinances have ballooned, headcounts have risen, and legal
fees defending these ordinances are ever increasing. Already with what will surely be more than a $1.5 million budget,
Beverly Hills tax dollars would be far better spent targeting tenants in the City that need rental assistance rather than
implementing an ordinance that benefits tenants that are not in need of assistance, that often earn mote money than the
housing provider themselves, and that in some cases are very wealthy individuals. All rent control does is benefit the lucky
few that just so happened to be in place at the very time the ordinance was enacted. As one “mom and pop owner has
characterized the ordinance, rather than making a targeted strike” to help those in need, the City has decided to set off a
nuclear bomb to deal with a purported housing issue within the City. Be careful, because the costs associated with such a
complicated ordinance like this one could easily balloon. Unfortunately, the City chose to select a consultant that is a former
City of Santa Monica planning official, and one that is obviously pro-tenant. The City could have only made a worse choice in
selecting experts had it selected someone from the City of Berkeley or from San Francisco to help guide it on modifying the
various aspects of the rent stabilization ordinance. The fundamental flaw of rent control - renters’ self-interests and greed.
While pretending to stand in solidarity with those less fortunate, most renters are just really trying to preserve their own
comfortable living situations.

Two questions and then a statement. First question is: Does the City have any idea or does HR&A have any data about the Mark Elliot Tenant
prevalence of relocation payments or how often they are awarded or how often they are not awarded? In other words a
tenant that has been entitled and has not received a fee? Second question is: Why is there not a policy option like #1.5?
Would stay with the same relocation framework but adjust the fees. Option 2 currently includes the adjustments but that
opens the door to other ways to perhaps limit or scope down the fees. So that’s the second question, where is option 1.5,
just changing the fee schedule? I believe the relocation fees went into effect in January of 2017. 18 months. I’m sorry option
#1.5 adjust the fee schedule, theres no other aspects of the current fee policy. Option #1 is no change. That implies no
change to the framework, no change to the fee schedule. Option 2 is change in the policy in some fashion which could
include a change in the fee schedule and other changes. Perhaps changing eligibility? Option 1.5 would be keeping the
relocation framework as it is, change in the amounts to the actual relocation fees. I think in my view and I think tenants
share this view, the current relocation fees don’t make a tenant feel whole for being involuntarily terminated. I think in
particular they don’t reflect asking rents today. If we base a fee schedule on prior rents that’s not where the market is today.
With regard to the supplement, the $2,000 supplement for eligible classes of tenants, not only is it too little, but it’s a one
time fee now if you have 3 kids and you’re involuntarily terminated, you get the one $2,000. It’s not enough, it only applies
one time not multiple and that fee is not adjust with CPI.

sofl;



RELOCATION FEES
COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option Comments Name Tenant/HP

I’ve been living in the City of Beverly Hills for over 30 years now. Theres a couple of comments I would like to make as a Juan David de Tenant
tenant. The first one that really caught my attention was, I was worried about the no cause clause landlords may be forced Jesus
to create a cause to evict a tenant, one that would be difficult for a tenant to fight, even though it’s an issue that has been
accepted for over several years in their tenant circumstances. That would go on a tenant’s record and a tenant would not be
able to rent for a long time. So that was one of my issues, so it’s not for or against. It’s just a concern that I’ve had for the
tenant. Also included in the relocation fees, I believe that it’s important for the idea of replacement cost to be included. So in
that fee for example if someone has been living in Beverly Hills their whole life and now they’re being asked to move, then
the whole concept of what is it going to take to move in to another place that’s the same type of place in Beverly Hills. I think
•that’s also important. Also what wasn’t clear to me and I guess this is a question, is the part where it says that, I think it was
option 2, to include the financial circumstances of the tenant as part of the relocation fees. I wasn’t clear whether it was if
you made more, you get more, or if you made less you would get more, or what the terms of that would be.

If we eliminate costs of moving people from the apartment how many are going to be coming up? Most of us that are over
70 are located in this city, for example me, I’m close to 90. Where am I going to go? I have to live with my income that I have
left.
Also adding on, I wanted to remind everyone that this is the whole idea of being in Beverly Hills is stabilization. You have so Juan David de Tenant
many people that have been here for so long and I think this must be taken into consideration since so many of my Jesus
neighbors who have been elderly are forced out and then become homeless. It saddens my heart to see one of my
neighbors, I see them walking down the street, to Bristol Farms and she doesn’t have a place to go as she was forced out and
she didn’t have any recourse. I think the key here is stabilization and I think we all have to remember that.

Ijust wanted to say that even though someone is making a certain salary I don’t believe that even if they are making that
certain salary that those relocation fees should be taken away from them because they’re making a certain amount of
money. One day that might change. One day we might lose our house. You might lose your job or might keep your job.
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RELOCATION FEES

COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option Icomments Name Tenant/HP

am a housing provider, I own a duplex in Beverly Hills, I’m also a resident in Beverly Hills, and I also participated in 6 or 7 of Hon. Judge HP
the facilitated dialogues last year with Professor Singh. I’d like to make 2 observations and then comment about the whole Eliott
relocation fee. The first comment is that Susan Healy Keane started off and I wrote this, it’s verbatim, she said ‘We didnt Weinbach
have enough data.” That question was raised by several of the council members during the course of meetings last year. So
that’s the first observation, Ms. Keane said “We didn’t have enough data” and I agree with that 100%. The second
observation is in respect to the HR&A analysis. It’s extraordinary to me and anyone who bothered to read the data brief that
none of the comparators considered by HR&A were communities that do not have a form of rent control or rent stabilization
or cities like Cambridge, Massachusetts and South Pasadena to some extent once did. So we’re starting off with an
assumption by HR&A and the city council that we need to have rent control or rent stabilization. So let’s look at the data that
Ms. Keane was talking about. Couple of us asked the city in September of 2017 for the data that supported for the
enactment of the emergency ordinance as well as the final ordinance. If you go on the website, the city says there were 3
reasons why the RSO was enacted. First was that the laws were inadequate. Second was that there was a rapid rise in rents
and the third was there was a rapid rise in evictions. We analyzed the data and I spent hundreds of hours doing so, we’re
talking about almost 2,000 pages of material gleaned from Beverly Hills Code Enforcement. Not one of the reasons that the
city said were the reasons for the rent stabilization ordinance was true. I’m going to repeat what I just said. Not one of the
reasons given was true. I’m going to give you in summary fashion what we discovered. For 4 years for 2013 to 2017, in
fairness I think Mr. Silvern had more than 2 1/2 minutes and I think we ought to as well, in 4 years, prior to the enactment of
the RSO, 3 or 4 complaints filed with Beverly Hills Code Enforcement relating to rent rises. 3 or 4. The same number
approximately 3 or 4 complaints in 4 years 2013-2017 relating to evictions. Now I would be the first one to concede that if
we had hundreds or even tens of evictions or even rent rises in 4 years. I heard you in the city council and I heard what you
said and what you said is absolutely not true and I’m not going to get into an argument.

My name is Michael Newman. I have received an apartment in Beverly Hills and for 16 years I’ve been a custodian/owner of Michael
an apartment complex in Silverlake, Los Angeles. I’m kind of baffled by all the subjects that you’re going to be dealing with so Newman
I’m just going to stick with this subject. I’ve been there 16 years managing my property and I’ve never had to deploy any of
these tools. I don’t understand why Los Angeles’s fees are double in each category as they are now in Beverly Hills. If the
rents in Beverly Hills are higher per capita than the average rents in Los Angeles then I don’t understand why we’re not
double here as opposed to Los Angeles. Second is a question that has to deal with these issues and it might be a CPA’s advice
to advise us but isn’t a charge for relocation a business expense and tax deductible? That should be considered as a ratio.
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RELOCATION FEES
COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option Comments j Name Tenant/HP

This is just going to take 30 seconds. I just want to address the gentleman in the sunglasses comment. I wanted to let him
know that I’m living data. I’ve been living in my apartment since 2013 and I’ve never come to any of these meetings yet my
rent is always getting raised. I pay and my rent has been raised up to $600 from when I first moved in and I’ve had enough.
So to this gentleman’s point, I don’t know his name but the data’s been unrecorded because of people like me are too busy
living life, too busy trying to make a living, too busy trying to spend time with my family that it’s hard to make it to these
meetings. Even today I have to leave early because I have something after. This is the first time I’m here. I’m actually going to
be a lot more present because I care after $600 but I just wanted to let them know that I’m living data there is
undocumented recordings out there of people that have had enough.

Hi my name is Gerry. I agree with you. Too many of us were scared. I was evicted for no reason, that’s how I got involved. But Gerry
how many times have we gone to reissue the subject. How many more times do we come to these meetings? How many
more times are we going to have to go through the whole thing over and over again? At this point I’m worried that the
council is going to say well we now have to raise it again. Let’s do it once and for all. Make us happy. The renters as well. The
owners they didn’t give us anything when they were getting 10%. They didn’t do it for free. They didn’t paint. They didn’t fix
anything. And now they’re screaming and of course they’re screaming from 10 to 3 they’re going to scream. So I’m helping,
hoping that they let us be that we don’t have these meetings over and over again that are difficult to come to and that we
hear over and over again the same problems. They won’t go away but let us live in peace and know that our rents will only
be raised 3 or 4%. And not the 10%. The owners are going to cry all the time.

Good evening. My name is Hal Lifson. I’m a tenant at an apartment at Olympic and Roxbury. My wife and I have lived there Hal Lifson Tenant
now, fifteen years, been very happy. I wanted to make just one singular comment about the relocation fees, that’s really
more or less a concern that I have, that if the owners of buildings such as ours are forced or imposed this fee that they might
be more apt or willing to allow tenants to remain in the building that really shouldn’t be there for the greater good of the
building as a whole. Our particular building only has six units, so there are only five units other than ours. Over the fifteen
years that we’ve lived there, there have been a few problem tenants. One gentleman was an alcoholic. He was sleeping in
front of his door, literally in front of our door as well. He really didn’t fit in the building; he was removed, so to speak, gently.
We also had a problem, a tenant who was bothering other tenants. Hearing things, imagining things that were proven to be
untrue. And again, the landlord was able to expedite the situation without this hefty fee whereas if the fee was involved, I
worry as a tenant, that landlords will just let it go. So in conclusion with two young daughters at El Rodeo School, we still
have many years to go here in the community, and we’re planning to stay, but I worry about the relocation fee because I
think that it really becomes a deterrent to keeping the community of each building safe and healthy for everyone involved.
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Summary of Comments on Rent Increase Application:

Public comments that oppose any changes to the current ordinance provisions for the Rent Increase Application process state that:

• Since the City has not received any Rent Increase Applications it suggests that landlords can’t actually substantiate any harm
associated with the RSO changes in 2017. Owners are unwilling to provide any financial data;

• No need to encumber Chapter 5 tenants in this process;
• Propose a 1.5 option which consist of a change for Chapter 6 rent adjustment process only. Using Year 2016 as a benchmark

for harm demonstrated or a more reasonable or objective period for benchmarking operating income. This would be sent to
the hearing officer;

• Housing providers with substandard properties should never be able to incur a rent increase.

Public comments that are in support of changes to the Rent Increase Application Process state that:

• They support a rent control board to respond to appeals of a heating officer;
• Mediation is important so that both the Tenant and Housing Provider could be heard and an appeal process for the tenant is

needed;
• Rent Board is a better option for Tenants and Housing Providers than the courts;
• NOl is very complicated; Fair return should not be measured solely on operating income;
• Beverly Hills should look to the recent request for a study to develop programs and incentivize the rehabilitation of multi-unit

rental properties which are subject to RSO from the City of West Hollywood;
• Expand the range of factors under consideration in the rent increase application process to include the fair market value of

the rental property; property values have increased allowing owners to realize significant financial gains, therefore, unrealized
change in fair market values is a “return” to housing providers that should be considered in the rent increase application
process.



Rent Increase Application Process
COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option I Comments Iwame Tenant/HP
No Policy Change

My last understanding from March was that the City hasn’t retevied any Rent Increase Application requests. That suggests that, in my view, perhaps landlords can’t actually Mark Elliot Tenant
substantiate any harm, or support any claim of harm from the changes ushered in by the emergency ordinance, and successor ordinances. So in a sense this makes this a
little bit academic. I think probably they can’t demonstrate any harm because we see asking rents have increased quite appreciably, maybe double digits, from year to year.
Of course, landlords seem unwilling to provide information that would allow them to make the case. I think tenants should support no policy change, however the caveat is
for ChapterS tenants. We don’t see any reason to encumber Chapter 5 tenants with this rent adjustment process. There have been hardship appeals under ChapterS, over
the years. I understand that many have been sustained. So option number;, no policy change for ChapterS tenants. We support an option that I think’s not provided here,
let’s say option number 1.5. That would be change for Chapter 6 rent adjustment processes only. So for example, the current ordinance uses 2016 as a benchmark year
against which to look at harm from the RSO changes. Has a landlord’s net operating income changed relative to 2016? 2016 was a pretty high watermark. We look at other
cities and they have much longer periods where they benchmark what net operating income, or fair return benchmark is. We could suggest a change in the ordinance that
would establish what we would consider a more reasonable or objective period for benchmarking operating income. We would eliminate the savings clause, if state law
allows for the elimination of a savings clause. For those that aren’t the real tans, that basically is like the get Out of jail card. Even it a landlord can’t substantiate his claims
according to the formula, the hearing officer can just say, “Ok, well we can still give the get out of jail card and give you the increase because we find that we need it, per our
savings clause.” We would recommend including criterion that more explicitly defines what deferred maintenance is. The current provision in the ordinance, excludes
deferred maintenance. A lot of us live in older buildings that have been under-maintained. So I think the devil here is in the details because when a landlord comes forth
with his operating expenses to justify a net operating income that’s lower than he’d like it to be, and thus deserves a rent increase, how does that deferred maintenance
play in? I think we’d look for a little bit more detail, because I would expect some of that deferred maintenance to come back for expensing under this provision. We talked
a lot about this in last summer’s dialogues, about habitability standards, but also landlords not meeting what anyone would consider to be a habitability standard today.
We’d like to see that increase allowable only if the landlord meets any prevailing habitability standards. I think Paul did mention that. This is an important one. Any landlord
that comes forward shouldn’t even be entitled to a rent adjustment process, if he’s not in good standing with any code violations, This is a real problem for tenants because
I’ve seen myself how difficult it can be to hold a landlord to account under our codes. So I’d like to see enforcement be a lot better, but I’d also like that to be a criterion for
when a landlord asks for an adjustment until all that business is put to bed.

implement a Uniform Rent increase Application Processfor Both Chapter 5 and Chapter 6
2 No comment.
2 There should be an exemption for duplexes, since as you have determined based on data collection that most duplexes are owner occupied. My parents are an example of a

duplex that is located in Beverly Hills, in which they occupy one unit and rent the other. My parents are very dependent on the Tenant’s rent, as the rent was the means
which they could qualify for the loan to purchase the property and the rent now helps with property taxes, mortgage payments, and any repairs that the premises require.
The tenant is an elder lady, who has been living there for many years, and lived there before my parents purchased the property. The tenant never pays the rent on time
and my dad has worked with her over the past several years because he sincerely feels bad for her and doesn’t want to put her out. Recause he is aware that if he evicts her,
she will literally have no place to go. I know the tenants believe that all landlords are bad and are only looking out for their own interest, and there are many bad landlords
Out there. However, my parents are the true exception. By exempting duplexes, this will add the homeowners who are truly dependent on the rental income and will not
negatively affect their ability to sell their property.

Create a Rent Control Board to respond to appeals ofhearing officer dedsions
3 No comment.

I am a tenant and favor implementing policy number 3: A Rent Control Board to respond to appeals of hearing officer decisions would be a great idea because of the
complexity of the calculations that are done to determine if a rent adjustment is justified. In addition, I suggest the “benchmark year” of 2016 be further evaluated and a
rent increase adjustment be contingent upon the landlord fulfilling habitability standards. Also a comment, is appreciation of the fair market value of an apartment building
included in the calculation of NOI? If not, it should be. That seems to me to be a major component of what should be defined as return on investment.

1Number 3 because it was expected that the Human Relations Commission was assigned the task and did not have the skills or the ability to handle the complaints. I do not
avor a major change to the RSO, originally established,
Mediation is important for both tenant and landlord to be heard in a conflict. An appeal process for the tenant should be allowed.
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Rent Increase Application Process

COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS
Policy Option I Comments Name I Tenant/HP
3,4 & 5 We support #3,4,5. Rent adjustment policy: Renters Alliance supports options #3 and #4 (and #5 with conditions). The city should create a rent board to hear appeals and iess Bendixen Tenant

perhaps make policy recommendations. The city should also mandate mediation, however it would not be effective without an end to no-just-cause tenancy termination.
The city should consider additional factors (option #5) such as meeting a habitability standard. Specifically the city should revisit the criteria to identify a longer, more
representative period for benchmarking net operating income; and to make a clear distinction between expenditures for deferred maintenance versus ongoing
maintenance

—.

3,4 & 5 I support options #3, #4 and #5. The city should create a rent board to hear appeals, provide mediation services, and expand the range of factors under consideration in the Tom Vogt-Nilson Tenant
rent increase application process. I also do not feel that fair return should be measured solely on operating income. I feel strongly that the change in the fair market value
of rental property should also be considered in determining if a housing provider is earning a fair return. And my intuition tells me that this would not be circular logic.
Property values are increasing everywhere in Los Angeles County and Beverly Hills is no exception. If they were to sell their property, many housing providers would realize
significant financial gains from the change in the fair market value of their property. Therefore, unrealized change in fair market value isa “return” to them which should be

considered in the rent increase application process.
3,4,&5 ,#3/4/5

. Tenant
3, 4 & S Rent adjustmentpoIicy: options #3 and #4 (and #5 with conditions). 4]enant
3,4 & 5 Rent Increase Application Process preferred option #: 1.5. ‘mend it, don’t end it’ option:, 3,4,5 Constance Meyer Tenant

No Policy Choice
oppose all proposals. I favor binding arbitration. This insures fairness for both parties.

There should be a checklist for Tenants & Landlords that shows what has been done in yearly maintenance, to be able to increase rent or not. Yearly maintenance is
important. A board of tenants & housing providers is a must with a city office.
I’m having a hard time understanding why anybody thinks landlords aren’t getting a fair return on their investment. We look at the appreciation that’s happened overtime, Tenant
forty, fifty years even, on average if you want. Even in the last three years of somebody who bought an apartment building for twenty-five percent down, could have
doubled their money by just inflation alone. Forget about the amount of rent they’re getting or any of their expenses, the inflation has doubled their investment. So I don’t
see any reason why anybody could say they’re not getting a fair return on investment. I don’t know anywhere else you could do that. Southern California is why people
come here and they pay a lot of money, even buy negative cash flow buildings for the purpose of getting the inflation later on. I myself have paid as a tenant a long time
here, over half a million dollars in rent. And I have a hard time thinking that a landlord could come to me for more rent because they need to replace the roof, or replace a
water heater or something like that. That money has been sitting there for many years, so I don’t buy the no fair return.

What I want to say, just to throw out there is off the topic, but from last meeting that we had, I’d like to throw it out if it could be included someplace, which is affordable
housing? I know West Hollywood, cause I have friends that live there, when new housing project goes up, there has to be a certain percentage that are for affordable
housing. I live on Durant and some people were circulating a petition for two buildings that have been torn down, big lots. I said is there going to be any affordable housing,
and she said no, and I said I’m not signing your petition. That property is due to go up and I don’t understand, with all the issues that we have, why the City isn’t maintaining
affordable housing. A certain percentage of units in buildings that go up should be for affordable housing.

Hi, second bite at the apple so I’ll be very brief. Tom mentioned asset value so just to highlight the distinction between return on investment, which Tom was talking about, Mark Elliot Tenant
net operating income relative to a benchmark, which is what this provision talks about. I think that’s an important distinction and looking ahead to the third dialogue where
we will be talking about the allowed annual increase, I hope since that’s the only issue on the agenda, I hope there’s time to discuss some of the data presented in the HR&A
analysis memo, which looks at property values overtime. That aspect of return on investment is very significant especially as I expect we’ll see more properties sold for
investment purposes in Beverly Hills. I hope we talk about that in the third dialogue, and that we don’t lose sight of the fact that though it hasn’t been addressed at all really
in these sessions, that asset appreciation is a huge piece of this.

I just wanted to say since the two last things, the asset appreciation has also happened to stock. Why can’t we ask the stock people who made lots of money to support joseph Yadegar HP
some of the rent? This is not scientific what you said, and if you have paid half a million why didn’t you think of buying a house? Have you thought about it? That most of
the owners would probably save on travel, on clothing, in order to maintain a house. Whereas you don’t have those problems. You say I don’t care, if it needs to be
repaired, the landlord will fix it. So that type of comparison is meaningless. You had the option to buy a house, so if you feel the owners are pocketing a lot of money, then
why don’t you do the same? If you feel that, that is not always the case. Many owners try to save nickel and dime here to maintain the house and avoid many costly items.
Going to restaurants that you may go to, cutting costs on other ends, so that statement is completely wrong. It is very much selfish because you’re pushing down your
comfort to other people who work for you. That is not right.

Limit to 3% the annual rent increase, or link increase to CPI and allow max. increase of 60% of CPI. Create a Rent Control Board to hear appeals of decisions by Hearing Ruth Greene 1Tenant
Officer.
Rent Increase Application Process preferred option It: The City should create a Rent Control Board and use multiple years (not just 2016) as its benchmark for rent increases. Daniel Bradford iant
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Summary Comments on No Cause Evictions:

Public comments in support of retaining the no-cause eviction state that:

• Housing providers need to be able to evict bad tenants because eviction for nuisance through courts is costly and difficult; no-
cause evictions were never a problem and there were very few no-cause evictions;

• No-cause evictions make it easier for housing providers to make repairs and to re-rent the units;
• Stricter rent control laws create greater tensions between housing providers and tenants; no property owner wants to evict,

they are not in the “eviction” business, and housing providers rarely use no-cause evictions due to their costs;
• No-cause evictions should be allowed for both Chapter 5 and Chapter 6.

Public comments in support of eliminating No-Cause eviction state that:

• No-cause is the largest threat to tenants;
• No-cause evictions should only apply to properties with 4 or more units;
• Data for no-cause evictions are not accurate and do not reflect of the true number of no-cause evictions. Families with

children attending BHUSD are being displaced through no-cause evictions. Many seniors displaced under Chapter 6, who
have lived their entire lives in Beverly Hills, continue to contribute to the community, have nowhere to go, and should be
allowed to remain in Beverly Hills;

• Tenants living in fear of no-cause eviction may have not attended facilitated sessions and are afraid to report violations of the
ordinance or habitability concerns;

• The claim by housing providers that no-cause eviction is necessary to get rid of bad tenants can be resolved by creating a
rent board to deal with these issues or a mandatory mediation process.



NO CAUSE EVICTIONS
COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option Comments Name jrenant/HP

No Policy Change
1 No comments.

1 Landlords need to have the ability to ask a tenant on a month to month lease to leave when given adequate notice. The vast majority of landlords would
most likely not use a no cause eviction, but there are circumstances when an owner needs to eliminate a ‘trouble” tenant or vacate a unit to refurbish it
and make necessary upgrades and repairs. I myself have a building built in 1936 that needs extensive remodeling, from plumbing to electrical work to
modernizing. I can’t make these changes in the unit while it’s occupied. As the work is too disruptive. In order to protect and improve my property value I
need to be able to vacate units so that I can go in and make improvements and upgrades.

1 It is crucial for the wellbeing of the landlord and other tenants in a building that a no-cause option is maintained. Going through courts is costly and not
always fair. Owners try to maintain the peace in the building by getting bad actors out rapidly. 60 day notices have to remain an option without
relocation fees. Why are we rewarding bad tenants with relocation fees? How does an owner get an apartment after the lease? If the family! friend
wishes to use the space if cannot give 60 day no cause?

1 Constance Tenant
No-Just-Cause Termination preferred option number 1 Meyer

Allow No-Cause Evictions for both Chapters 5 and 6

2 Housing providers do not gain financially by no cause eviction. Rent stays the same. When tenants cause serious trouble it is hard to document because
witnesses are other tenants who do not want to use their names as witnesses. They are fearful of their neighbors. To go through the courts is costly and
time consuming and the remaining tenants suffer.

2 The prior existence of no-cause evictions never resulted in an eviction rate noticeably higher than in areas with strict rent control. We should research if
those policies in other cities were actually effective in reducing evictions before we create a whole new bureaucracy. Stricter Rent control laws appear to
create greater tension between tenants and landlords. Most tenants and landlords want the same thing which is calm and quiet properties and these no-
cause evictions allow for difficult resolutions of disputes.

2 Allow no-cause evictions for both ChapterS &6 —

2 Issue #2 No-Cause Evection: Retain Option One with addendum. Expand eviction protection Include - Chapter 6 tenant has arbitration rights.

Enact a Just-Cause Ordinance for Chapter 6 Tenants
4 We must eliminate all no cause evictions for everyone, not only 40% of renters (chapter 5), but for 100% of tenants. Lilly Bosse promised us in a

discussion at one of the council meetings last year that chapter 6 renters would be protected. Protection for seniors and disabled is a must.

4

4 No comments.
4 I support option 4. There needs to be the elimination of no-cause evictions for all tenants. I am afraid (as a tenant) to complain about anything to my

landlord and ask for repairs for fear of being evicted for no-cause for being a “troublesome” tenant. I know that I would get a relocation fee for being
evicted, but I do not want to leave my apartment. As a further comment: I (as a tenant) do not understand all the landlord comments at the 8/15
meeting that they must be able to continue having the ability to have no-cause evictions in order to evict a “problem” tenant. But isn’t a “problem”
tenant by definition violating the lease agreement by being a “problem”? And that would then be a “for cause eviction.”

4 There should be no way an owner at their whim should be able to evict a renter for no reason.
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NO CAUSE EVICTIONS

COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option I Comments jName j Tenant/HP

4 The fact that only 2 cities allow no-cause evictions demonstrates the injustice of this policy. Tenants needing repairs in their apartments will fear they
will be evicted. Children playing ‘too loud” may be evicted. There is no way to weed out those who have a legitimate reason to evict from those who just
decide they don’t like their tenant. No cause evictions are not justified. Allowing landlords to terminate because they have a ‘bad tenant” should not be
allowed.

4 No comments.

Enact a Just-Cause Ordinance
5 All evictions should have just cause, but there should be a mechanism to evict problem tenants. Relocation fees should vary according to the true cause

for eviction. A violent or substance abusing tenant should not get the same amount as someone being asked to leave for condo conversion. One policy
for S &6. Give landlords a way to evict bad tenants (Noise, disturbance, violence, selling drugs, illegal air b&b, smoking violations). Maybe an RSO Court
to hear cause eviction without costly lawyers.

5 A child’s ability to live in his home and go to school without disruption is a right, not a privilege. Beverly Hills is one of the only cities which provides

landlords a loophole to allow them to evict if they don’t want children in their building - to discriminate based on family status--which is against Federal
Law (Fair Housing Act 1968). Families are getting evicted for “no cause”. Children, parents, and elderly are being displaced for no legally justified reason,
and this must end. If landlords need protection against nuisances, then provide these protections separately without making innocent victims.

5 I support #5 (or #4 as second choice). “No cause” eviction creates unfair shocks for tenants, forced to suddenly leave their homes for new expensive, Steven Heller Tenant
sudden alternatives.

5 Enact a Just-Cause Ordinance for all rental units in the City —These evictions are abused by landlords and tenants must be protected. We should be equal Will Rack Tenant
to at least Santa Monica and West Hollywood in protections of tenants.

5 No-just-cause termination policy: I support option #5. Beverly Hills should end no-just-cause terminations because residential stability means we feel Mark Elliot Tenant
secure in our homes and protected from arbitrary eviction without due process (option #4). But City Council should extend that protection to every
tenant in rental housing no matter the age or size of the property as is more efficient to administer a uniform terminations policy for all tenants than
only for some tenants. So the preferred option is #5.

5 No-just-cause termination: I support option #5 Erik Kelley Tenant
5 Enact a Just-Cause Ordinance for all rental units in the city. All residents in rental housing should be protected from eviction for no good cause. Prohibit Lisa Plocher Tenant

no-just-cause terminations and adopt restrictions/conditions (longer notice, penalty if development does not occur, etc.) when any tenancy is
involuntarily terminated according to Ellis Act Provisions for all rental properties; Chapter 6.

5 As a renter who was forced out of a Reeves studio apartment by annual 10% rent increases, I urge the City to adopt the following standards and policies: Ruth Greene Tenant
Enact a just-cause eviction ordinance for all rental units in the City.

5 No-Just-Cause Termination preferred option #: The City of Beverly Hills needs to ban “no just cause” evictions. These evictions are used by landlords to Daniel Bradford Tenant
intimidate us.

5 No-Just-Cause Termination preferred option #:5 This is a must - tenants must feel protected from predation and feel comfortable making any self-funded Glen Tenant
improvements to their apartments.

Re: ‘no cause’ evictions. Obviously, renters who have lived in their units for over 20 years are not “problem tenants”, so there is no reason for them to be
Lynda Goar Tenant

evicted for no cause. With very few exceptions, no one should be evicted for “no cause”. Beverly Hills is one of only 2 cities of 14 California cities with
rent regulation that allows no cause evictions. This should have been eliminated a long time ago. Beverly Hills should be a leader in these issues. And
there needs to be strong penalties and swift action for violations. I recommend Option 5, Eliminate no-cause evictions for all units under the RSO.

5 No-just-cause termination policy: Renters Alliance supports option #5 Jay Newman Tenant
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NO CAUSE EVICTIONS
COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option I Comments Name ITenanVHP
5 Benjamin Tenant

No-just-cause termination-- I support option #5. I would particularly like to emphasize my support for and importance of eliminating no-just-cause Bi-yant
termination: I am a long term tenant with a exceedingly good tenant-landlord relationship. I, and my three neighbors (whom have lived here for over 20
year), now find ourselves confronted the imminent sale of our apartment build and certain eviction upon closing. Beyond the obvious stress that comes
with the upheaval of ones life and community, and the lack of leveraged given to tenants in this matter: It should be noted, the pending eviction has
created an extreme misalignment of interest between tenants and landlord. This has in turn soured an otherwise perfect landlord-tenant existence, and
left tenants no option but to actively work towards preventing or dragging out the sale. By abolishing no-just-cause termination the city has the
opportunity to fix this miss alignment, ensure tenants can remain part of our community irrespective of building owner, and ensure that building owners
(as they rightfully should) have the freedom and unfettered opportunity to monetize their assets or investments while preserving the good will of all.

No-just-cause termination policy: Prefer option #5. No-just-cause terminations should cease as we should be protected from arbitrary eviction without Jennifer Jones Tenant

due process. However, City Council should extend that protection to all tenants regardless of age or size of the property.
5 Sandy Tenant

No-just-cause termination policy: Option #5. Beverly Hills should end no-just-cause terminations because residential stability means we feel secure in our
homes and protected from arbitrary eviction without due process (option #4). But City Council should extend that protection to every tenant in rental
housing no matter the age or size of the property as is more efficient to administer a uniform terminations policy for all tenants than only for some
tenants (preferred: option #5). All residents in rental housing should be protected from eviction for no-just-cause.

S R. C. Little Tenant
Session No. 1 (Aug. 15, 2018), Issue No. 2: No-Cause Evictions, Correct Option is No. 5: No-cause evictions are a unique anachronism to the City of
Beverly Hills which recognizes the prudence of a living RSO. No-cause evictions cause overarching insecurity and instability to renters, and this practice
should be ended for health, safety, and welfare of the vital, long-term renting families in Beverly Hills.

5 James Tenant
No-Just-Cause Termination preferred option #:4 or 5 Spottiswoode

S Judy Horowitz Tenant
No just cause termination: I support option #5. I support the Renters Alliance position.

5 I support #5 Karen Guerrieri Tenant

5 . . . . Mireille Tenant
No Just Cause Termination Policy: I support option #5

Bertagna
5 . . . . .. . Jess Bendixen Tenant

We vote for option #5. We must end these no-Just-cause terminations, otherwise there will be no stability in our homes. We have two boys they are 8
years old and 10 years old. They attend the school system here in Beverly Hills. They went to pre-school here, then kindergarten and now in 3rd and 5th
grade. Every day we think about if it will be their (no matter the age or size of the property) last one and we will have to move out of the city.

5 I support option #5 of enacting a Just-Cause Ordinance for all rental units in Beverly Hills. Beverly Hills should end no-just-cause terminations in order to Tom Vogt- Tenant
ensure residential stability and to provide security from arbitrary eviction without due process. I do not like living each day with the fear of coming Nilson
home and finding a notice of no cause eviction attached to the front door of my apartment.

5 No comments. Tenant
5 No-Just-Cause Termination preferred option #: 5 - no tenants should be evicted without reasonable cause. Tenant
5 No-just-cause termination policy: option #5 Tenant
5 . . . . . . . . Tom Thompson Tenant

I support Renters Alliance position. Extreme chaos, depression, anxiety, fear, etc. go along with the notice to vacate a good tenant who honors their
rental agreement shouldnt be so vulnerable. #5 should apply to any and all apartments from duplexes and larger. A tenant is a tenant.
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NO CAUSE EVICTIONS
COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option I Comments Name Tenant/HP

5 No cause should become a just cause valid reason to evict without the lengthy eviction process. Tenants and landlords should be equally protected.

5 No cause is a threat. Nothing else works unless no cause evictions are removed. All the reasons given are for cause - nuisance tenants must go. Must
initiate a tenant landlord committee. A binding resolution. Mediation board must consist of landlord and tenants to their import on the rental
community.

5 Do away with no-cause evictions! Use the just cause eviction procedures. Perhaps we need a no-cause break-lease option. Actually, why have a lease at
all! Only 2 other CA cities, opt to use the no-cause eviction. Wow, Beverly Hills, were right up there with Los Gatos!! Who is getting paid or working on
dissertation to compile this? Heard of “paper reduction Act”

5 I am a long time renter in Beverly Hills and want to voice my support to put an end to no just cause termination. As renters we need to feel some sense Margaret Tenant
of security in our homes when we are good, responsible tenants. Oberman

Enact a Just-Cause Ordinance for Chapter 6 Tenants & Enact a Just-Cause Ordinance
4 & 5

#4 & S. Enact a Just-Cause Ordinance for Chapter 6 Tenants and eliminate no-cause evictions for all units covered under the RSO. I support this option.
Tenant

4 & 5 Hi, Mark Elliot, Renter’s Alliance, I’m one of the seven tenant representatives who participated in last summer’s dialogues. Five of us are here tonight. Mark Elliot Tenant
Last summer we arrived at the same position on no-just-cause, so I’ll state it here. We support ending no-just-cause tenancy terminations for all tenants
in residential rental housing. That’s not just RSO, but all apartments, post 1995, created as rental housing. As far as the policy options go, Policy Option
#1 does not protect tenants at all, so that’s not workable. Policy Option #2 is not acceptable to tenants as it would expand the no-just-cause policy to
ChapterS. In other words, ChapterS tenants would also lose that protection, and in this case were not talking about some or more stability. We’re
talking about zero stability. Option #3 is unacceptable to tenants because we don’t want to see any carve-outs. We don’t want to see no-just-cause
evictions allowed except for this group, except for that group. Option #4 we support option #4. We need protection from no-just-cause for Chapter 6
tenants just as we have protection for Chapters tenants. And we also support Option #5, expanding protection against no-just-cause for all rental units if
the city wanted to make policy expansion. And just a note on the data, again here we don’t have any data. The eviction lab data that was referenced, I
think is completely irrelevant to this discussion. It’s only court process evictions and here were talking about 60 day evictions. These never get to court.
So we need to look at how often that’s happening in Beverly Hills. By now we should have 18 months of data, and why isn’t that here? Why don’t we
learn how many of those no-just-cause notices have been issued, and I suspect it’s because we don’t even know how many are being issued. Landlords
are obligated to report those. They’re not reporting those. So I requested some data for one quarter and I found thirteen complaints about no-just-cause
evictions. Half of those the landlord was not the one who reported to the city first. The tenant says I just got this notice. So if we’re going to talk about
this, and we’re going to talk about the effect and impact of no-just-cause evictions, let’s look at the actual data. Who’s getting evicted? How often is it
happening? How often don’t we know about it and that’s a question we can’t answer. Thank you.

No Policy Choice
ChapterS long term tenant. Expand eviction protections. My landlord was able to evict a tenant who was drunk and disorderly. She was either on drugs
or drunk. Stronger protections, higher relocation fees for your seniors- “qualified tenants”. Mediation Board. Off topic- all new developments should
have a % of affordable housing.
Some tenants sign lease with “no pet”, but after some time they smuggle a 40 lb. dog in the apartment. Landlord should have right to evict these kind of
tenants, not just the ability to send out the dog. This is the way it keep bad tenants out.
Allow no cause evictions for chapter 6 tenants and charge reasonable relocation fees that do not discourage landlords from utilizing this option when
necessary. If the relocation fees are cost prohibitive, landlords will not be able to evict problem tenants.
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NO CAUSE EVICTIONS

COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option I Comments ; j Name j Tenant/HP

From 2010 am one of the advocates for tenants that have seen and been involved with 150 no cause evictions. Which the city council knows of them. I
believe this is important. If you need to evict you should have reason. I have seen elderly families with kids, individuals been evicted for no cause in 30-
60 days. The tenants don’t come forward to complain for any matter in their apartments or around surrounding areas of their building because of that.

Relocation fees allowed to a certain extent but no cause must remain in order to enforce house rules. This could potentially be negotiated by landlord!
tenant board but it must remain an option. Do not reward bad behavior. Also mediation board for just cause evictions is not needed as there rules are
governed by state municipal laws. The mediation board will have no! nor provide anything usable in court for non- payment of rent etc.

My name is Charles Wiesel. I’ve lived in BH for most of the last 36 years since 1982. I’ve had great landlords living at 4635 Rexford, 200 N Almont, 201 N
La Peer and 9145 Charleville. I’m currently at 2405 Doheny #304 and think the council should be aware of the goings on that have resulted in one
eviction and almost happened a second time to a section 8 tenant that I prevented. I know the owner of the building and have had a business
relationship pre-dating tenancy. She felt she could trust me and asked me to provide a fake statement in order to evict the former manager who was a
retired attorney. I told her I did not want to do that because I had in knowledge of her allegations and felt the manager was doing a good job. She got
other tenants to provide statements and the manager was evicted after a serious surgery. A year or two later the new manager told me he and the
owner were evicting a section 8 tenant making up the story that she stole a can of paint which he said probably was not the but the owner wants the
tenant out. Simultaneously the owner and I were not getting along with her threatening to me per year in an abusive text. I replied that I was
going to be a witness to the section 8 and prevent the eviction. She texted back do you want me to lose $3 million dollars? The eviction never happened
most likely because of my text. This owner has said she didn’t want to rent to black people because she has had to evict every one she rented to. Used
the $104 increase to get rid of other tenants. I am not opposed to just cause evictions, I am opposed to owners using managers and tenants to force
fraudulent just cause evictions especially because I have seen this owner in action and suspect I m the next tenant she will target 310 779 4589

Again I believe that no cause evictions should only be allowed for properties that have less than 4 units Properties with more units should be required
to provide a reason for an eviction as due to the current rental market a landlord would be able to evict any tenant for no reason without the
protection. However, again placing this burden on an owner who owns a duplex would be punitive.
We suggest that the city of Beverly Hills allows “no cause evictions” for both Chapter 5 and Chapter 6 tenants and waive the relocation fees altogether!!!

No Fault “Just Cause” Eviction. No property owner ever wants to be in the “eviction” business. Evictions cost money in terms of rehabilitating units, lost
rent and often attorneys’ fees. Evictions in California can take somewhere between 4 to 6 months, during which time housing providers are not receiving
rent. While I agree it is fair to compensate long standing tenants for the cost of moving and displacement, the Council should take into consideration the
following: Because of the high cost of an eviction process, housing providers have used “no fault “evictions in cases of “at fault” evictions. This is an
important tool when dealing with “bad actors” that often negatively impact good tenants. There should be a “phase-in” before being required to
compensate a tenant for displacement. A housing provider should know if they are dealing with a “professional tenant” or “bad actor” within the first 2
to 3 years. Keep in mind that in any eviction, a tenant’s security deposit will be returned, which should be factored into the amount of compensation
under consideration by the Council. I was made aware of an incident where a tenant parked his motorcycle in the living room of his apartment. Although
the housing provider gave the tenant numerous notices to stop parking the motorcycle in the living room, the tenant would not comply. Because the
apartment building was in a non-just cause eviction city, the housing provider was able to deliver an eviction notice and the tenant finally complied.
Attempts to impose “just cause” evictions at the State level failed this year because our elected state officials realized it is “just” bad policy.
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NO CAUSE EVICTIONS
COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option Icomments Name ITenantA-IP
Comments Concerns I Suggestions: We suggest that the city of Beverly Hills allows “no cause evictions for both chapters and chapter 6 tenants and
waive the relocation fees altogether!
My name is James Killian. I am a landlord and a tenant in the lovely City of Beverly Hills. Paul thank you very much for itemizing these five different James Killian Tenant/HP
scenarios. I think this can be contained in a pretty simple question, and I do believe that landlords to a certain extent have a social bottom line to provide
certain relocation fees in instances however very simply if you do not believe in no cause evictions my question to you is do you believe in rewarding
bad behavior2 So you know what that s fine you II have your chance to speak That s great I m happy for you So to that extent and as Hal mentioned
there are a number of instances where legally there are no grounds to evict However it doesn t mean that someone s not being a benefit to the
community We need those tools in order to move forward to remove that particular tenant And also as Hal said and there was another gentleman
about categorizing these offenses, or categorizing certain things....Paul you brought up another great message about for housing, and I would certainly
advise the city and the city attorney Larry can also let you know if you try to categorize to a certain extent there is a huge and tremendous amount of
fair housing liability that everybody will collectively open themselves up to. There’s a reason why it’s qualified and unqualified, and it’s simplified. But it is
a necessary tool, in any event, if there’s an eviction process regardless of how slam-dunk it might be... somebody doesn’t pay rent for six months, that
process through a jury trial is going to cost anywhere between ten and eighteen thousand dollars just in legal fees, not to mention past due rent. So
there is an issue here, we do need to have that tool.

Hi my name is Jason Lewis. I’ve lived in Beverly Hills since I was born. Grew up here and went to the schools. Now work in real estate and have been on Jason Lewis Tenant/HP
the housing provider side as well as the tenant side. I really see this two ways. I think, looking at this, most housing providers, most tenants, are good
tenants. Most housing providers are good housing providers and we all want the same thing which is calm, peaceful communities where you can raise
your family Communities where you can have a job where things are stable With that said I ye been a part of evictions in West Hollywood in Los
Angeles and no cause evictions here in Beverly Hills I ye found that by having the loosest restrictions of those different jurisdictions there s actually the
best relationships between tenants and landlords. When you create all these rules I find that it really creates an animosity between the landlords and the
tenants where it becomes a game of what can I get away with. That’s where the bad actors really come out. When you create a more free-flowing
environment, the more you can look after your community, the more people can raise their families. And if there is somebody who’s hoarding, or
sleeping in front of their door, or being a disturbance, that it can be taken care of quickly. Whereas the system, if you go through the courts, is very
costly. Is very chance. And I don’t think, overall, we benefit and I would look at the data here and you would see that in Beverly Hills.... something to look
into and I would recommend to what is the statistical significance between these eviction rates in the cities because it seems very close. So, there’s no
discernible difference more laws and fewer evictions. Thank you.
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COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Optkn I Comments I Name I Tenant/HP

I have experience in rent control from both sides. I grew up in a rent controlled apartment, my mother lived there for seventy years. I was sixteen when Tenant/HP
we moved in. While she loved the idea of a rent controlled apartment, the building deteriorated. It really was a terrible situation and she would not
move out. I also own property, in fact, I wanted to move in to one of my properties, which she wouldn’t do for $200 per month, why would she? There’s
another side to rent control and the psychological ramifications of people that begin to think that their owners of somebody else’s building. The building
sold numerous times. We went through Beverly Hills several years ago before section 5 was enacted. Beverly Hills was very lax about enforcing rent

control and the particular unscrupulous owner that bought the building evicted one tenant, then put it in escrow, because you were allowed to put one
tenant in for occupancy. The point of the story is that an unscrupulous owner, yes can take advantage of the rules. He ended up going through all three,
it was a four unit building. When he got to my mother I was a law student at the time, I hired an attorney, and he was thrown out of court. It was, I think,
partially as a result of my mother’s case that the section 5 was initially put in. But there are two sides to that story and it’s not even always good for the
tenant involved, because they become unrealistic in terms of what the rent is going to be and what the costs are of the apartment. Now I’ll go to the
other side of the story. I own a building in Beverly Hills. I’ve had to use the no-fault eviction twice in my life, and I’ve owned the apartment because I
bought it for my mother. I wanted her so much out of that rent control apartment that was falling down around her ears. She wouldn’t move in. So I had
a tenant that was crazy. She was taking dog defecations and throwing it on the other neighbors. The only way of getting rid of her was really through no-

fault eviction. If I had gone and hired an attorney I would have to have gotten the neighbors to prove that was what was happening and subsequently I re
rented the apartment at the same rent that I was getting from this tenant and that is the rule. It is expensive to throw somebody out even with a no-
fault eviction. The second girl was harassing another tenant in the building. The police were there every single evening, and I would have to come from
my home to the apartment building to try to settle what was going on. It was only with no-fault eviction that I was able to calm the situation. I think
there has to be fair rent increases, obviously there are people that have been in place for a number of years and I’m not sure. I’m sorry, I haven’t been
following all of the materials. And by the way, it was another thing I wanted to tell you. I have some friends and some relatives that own small buildings
in Beverly Hills. One of them is like in their eighties or nineties. Daughter takes care of them, it’s a four unit building and they rely on the income from
that unit to be able to live in their unit with care. The other one is a very sick woman, same thing with the rent. Both of them have pretty much at market
rents. You just can’t raise rents beyond market value and presume that people are going to move in. Although I am going to tell you, I’ve noticed in
Beverly Hills, maybe its true other places as well. There’s no turnover. And so if a unit comes on the market, it is outrageously capable of getting an
incredible income.

My name is Steve Mayer and when Councilman Friedman indicated to tenants that if they were going to pass no-cause, that the council was, they have Steve Mayer Tenant

to provide something to the landlords. And so in company with Mark Elliott, I did a little bit of research and there is an alternative. It’s called mandatory
tenant-landlord mediation. And so if you have a problem tenant violating house rules, the landlord could force them to go to a mandatory mediation,

paid for by the city, or alternatively by tenants and landlords, but this is a solution by which the landlord has the ability to solve the problem. It could also
be expanded also for for-cause so, in other words, this would be an alternative to having to go through all the courts. Thank you.
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NO CAUSE EVICTIONS
COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option I Comments Name Tenant/HP

I’m Matthew Finerman, am a housing provider. I’ve lived here in Beverly Hills all my life. I’ve also been a renter in West Hollywood and there needs to Mathew HP
be the no-cause eviction or the equivalent of it, if there is something mandatory... the providers would greatly welcome a facilitated process which is less Finerman
costly. I’ve only had, I took over when my father died, the apartments in 2000. fve only had to use no-cause one time, but I’ve had other tenants where
they left because they missed rent payments but where other tenants in the building said either they go or the rest of us do. The police were literally out
there several times a month because of their disruptive behavior. One woman would be found down messing with the circuit breakers, the heaters and
so on, was calling to harass the fire department at two o’clock in the morning, false calls, and at one point... I made multiple trips out there in the middle
of the night because of disruptive behavior and at one point, with help from the Beverly Hills Police department, helped with a citizen’s arrest. They were
that disruptive. One landlord once said, you can check their credit but you cannot check their character... and this is a person who had a pattern, and I’m
glad the other gentleman has never had problems with his tenants. There are a lot of borderline people out there who have often crossed the border
line. When I was in West Hollywood, similar situation as a tenant of very disruptive people. The last point that I’ll make is it’s hard to prove is somebody
is running an unofficial Airbnb, as was used by another landlord as an example that they had a different guest every few weeks. That can be hard to
prove. So there are situations where it’s hard to prove that they have broken the... under the for-cause... you know what’s going on, and if there’s an
alternative to the slow process with the courts and the expensive process with the courts, we would welcome looking at that option. Thank you.

My name is Alma Ordoz, I’m a Beverly Hills resident. As I’ve said the other evening at City Council, I believe that the single largest threat to many Alma Ordoz Tenant
residents, many tenants, is the no-cause eviction and so I think that this is something in the ordinance that really has to have teeth. Having said that, we
also have to be cognizant of the fact that there are nuisance tenants, as some of my neighbors have been and so the landlords also, in this instance, need
to be protected to protect the other residents in the apartments. And so, again, I think that we need a commission, like the many other commissions that
we have here. We already have a good road map for how to run those commissions, and one that would be specifically dedicated to renter’s issues.
Thank you very much.
My name is Bob Hakimfar, I have been a resident of Beverly Hills since 1975 for 43 years I have been a tenant. 5 years ago I bought a property in order to Bob Hakimfar Landlord
move there I had a tenant that didn’t have a lease and there was no signature of the landlord and she has written herself a lease for $100 a month and
she has occupied 2 units. I went over there to evict her and to move there because it was the largest unit. The people from the city they came to
measure, at the end they said 100 square feet, 150 square feet, it’s not important. We went to the court, we showed to the judge that this was the
largest unit, and she had torn down the wall between 2 units illegally and City of Beverly Hills forced me to put up a wall. I went and got a permit from
the City, when I went she refused to let me enter. So based on this I was able to evict her. We went to the court, I got a letter from the City Attorney that
said “Okay, leave it open, it’s okay.” So City Attorney gave us a letter that it’s okay to be opened. He indicated that it’s 2 units, now make it 1 unit. Last
month I went to the City with the letter, this is the letter from the City of Beverly Hills. I have S unit apartment, I want to make it 7 units. Those are the
largest units. They were supposed to issue the permit over the counter, It’s over a month that they are still playing games with me back and forth?
Listen, I am now a landlord and I have very good relationships with all my tenants. I have spent a lot of money on this building, it’s a very old building,
but the last thing that this situation has created to me is to tear down the S units and build 3 condos. I would go over there, rent out the 2 units and
make a lot of money. What the City of Beverly Hills is doing is totally wrong. You have to take care of the tenants, of course you have to, but sometimes
there are some, maybe 1 in 100 very bad tenants. You should also protect the landlords. You cannot just say tenants. The landlords are the ones who
have to take care of the building and they are the ones who have to give a service to the tenants. Let’s make the situation a good relation. Don’t put fire
between them and make them fight with each other.
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NO CAUSE EVICTIONS
COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option I Comments Name Tenant/HP

I was one of the several landlords last summer. I agree with what Alma said in terms of the no cause. actually think this is the most important topic of Landlord
the different things in rent control. From the landlord’s perspective, it’s fundamental and I agree with what the other landlords have stated when you
have a problem tenant and you have a hard time proving it in court, you can’t just go to court and for instance record a tenant, you can’t necessarily
have other tenants come and vouch for you, there has to be a way where you give a 60 day notice when there is a problem tenant. Perfect example,
there’s a tenant above us complaining that pay actually less money than the tenant below that’s creating the issues. He said he was going to move out. I
said no don’t move out. The problem happened again and he said that’s it I’m leaving and I said no. 3rd time, same problem, I actually happened to be
there. I heard the disturbance and I confronted her about it the next day. She lied to me she said no I wasn’t even there. I heard her voice through the
walls. What am I supposed to do? Am I supposed to tape the tenant through the walls and take it to court? That’s something you just can’t do. It’s just
one anecdote that shows the importance of the no cause and in the instance I had to use the 60 days prior to the enactment of relocation fees so I didn’t
have to pay relocation fees. But in the instance that I have to pay relocation fees, not only would I have an empty unit where I told the tenant above to
please not move out, I’m going to get her out in 60 days and I did. I would have to give money to the problem tenant, it just doesn’t make sense. I think
we should eliminate relocation fees to the point where it was earlier and for the unscrupulous landlords who then violate and try to up the rent. I think
the penalties on people who do that should be much more severe. I believe they should lose their license to own property in the city, that way they can’t
have the right to do that. The risk would be diminished that you would have abusers. So you eliminate the penalties as opposed to stipulating that the
individuals have to pay relocation fees. The other side effect was that if the no cause evictions were to be eliminated it becomes a one way marriage. I
would rent to a complete stranger, I’ve seen there form, I don’t know their character, I don’t know how that person really is like and how they interact
with the other tenants. Yet I would have no option if they pay their rent and as long as they don’t violate any of the golden rules like pay rent, I can’t get
the property back. They can leave by set term of the lease by giving their 30 day notice yet I wouldn’t be able to get my own property back, so it’s a one
way marriage. Nor can I encourage a good tenant to stay. I can’t say stay, you’re locked in, so they can leave at any time and I can get the property back
so that doesn’t really make any sense. It’s like the world turned upside down. I believe in keeping the no cause because what if you simply want it back.
In terms of a mediation board, I mean there’s 10,000 tenants. I don’t know how the mediation board is going to be able to handle all of them. It has to be
a clear cut option where a landlord can get the property back. We have to have more oversite and more penalties against the people that are the bad
actors, that’s fundamentally where we’re fighting. And the landlords, the bad landlords, we would be the first ones to go against them because it puts a
bad reputation on us.
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NO CAUSE EVICTIONS
COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option Comments Name jrenantIHP

wanted my voice to be heard regarding rent stabilization and I am hoping you will take my opinions into consideration. I have made my home in Beverly Tenant
Hills for me and my family and we feel as though we are a vital part of the community. We have many friends here and patronize many businesses in the
city. It is difficult, however, to feel as though I am a permanent resident here when no-just-cause evictions exist. My landlord could ask my family to
move at anytime. We have put great care and love into our apartment and it is our home. We are good renters. That does not mean that our landlord
could not decide one day to tell us to leave for no reason. I have a friend in the neighborhood who was just asked to leave, and the landlord said she
could return after the apartment is remodeled if she was willing to pay double the rent. This does not seem fair or just. I feel passionately about this
issue and I believe no-just-cause evictions should never be legal. These are our homes. We want to feel safe and secure, just as anyone would. If a tenant
is a problem, eviction should go through legal channels. The $12,000 that would be paid to me as a result of a no-just-cause eviction does not make up
for losing one’s home. In addition, I am fighting cancer. The idea of packing up my home is something I could not do, and $12,000 would not cover
packers, movers and unpackers. I hope the city thinks about what it would be like if someone could tell you any day, anytime, to just leave your home. It
is frightening. All residents should have the security to know that if they are good tenants, pay their rents and follow the rules that their homes cannot
be arbitrarily taken from them. Secondly, because we have no-cause-evictions in Beverly Hills, I am afraid to ask my landlord for any repairs. Therere
conditions in my building that are dangerous. Tenants use hallways for storage, an upper floor exit door has not had a handle on it for a year. The
elevator was red-tagged a year ago and remains unfixed. Since we have no-just-cause evictions, the tenants in this building just live with these very
hazardous conditions. In addition, amenities that were in working condition upon moving to my building have long since been in conditions that are not
safe for use. Beverly Hills should conduct inspections that ensure the safety of the tenants. Habitability standards are important. Of course this issue
goes hand-in-hand with no-just-cause evictions. It is important to have inspections, replacement schedule for things like very old carpet, etc. A mediation
board to help resolve issues between tenants and renters, however, with no-just-cause evictions legal, tenants would be afraid to go to mediation or
voice concerns for fear of retaliation by eviction. I do not support a pass-through for capital costs. If I wanted that, I would have purchased a
condominium. Rent increases should be tied to CPI and probably capped at a percentage of CPI. Tenants need to plan for rent increases and increases
that would skyrocket and accumulate within a few years would force many tenants to leave their homes. While I understand that landlords are running a
business, tenants have also made their homes in the units. This whole issue has made me feel like the city of Beverly Hills does not want renters here at
all. I no longer feel welcome in Beverly Hills or that my contributions to the community matter.
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Summary of Comments on Maximum Allowable Rent Increase:

Public comments that oppose any changes to the Maximum Allowable Rent Increase state that:

• Increases should continue to be tied to the CPI with a cap of 5.5%;
• The CPI should not be 100 percent it should be some fraction of the CPI as is done in other cities;
• They cannot support pass-throughs and the 3% floor should be removed.
• Rent increases should be tied to habitability standards, if habitability issues exist, housing providers should not be able to

raise rent;
• Renters are most vibrant population, renters keep the schools open therefore pass-throughs and rent increases must remain

sustainable;
• Rent increases threaten the community as rental units become unaffordable forcing many to leave Beverly Hills. LA County

just passed a 3% maximum rent increase. Rent stabilization creates stability for households, allows them to remain in the
community and to maintain a population varied and not homogeneous;

• No changes should be made for Chapter 5 Tenants. Long term tenants are afraid to report any violations;
• The total operating expenses for apartment buildings in LA County average 32.5%, which means 67% is gained by housing

providers; yet housing providers fail to provide the NOl expenses data to the City;
• Properties should be rated on the costs the owner needs to maintain the property;
• No decisions until Proposition 10 is determined.

Public comments that are in support of changes to the Maximum Allowable Rent Increase state that:

• They want a free market with no restrictions, let the owner’s control their own operations. Owners have excessive costs
including the Beverly Hills business tax, owners pay 1.2% of gross on business in Beverly Hills, this needs to be addressed;

• The system had been working without having any controls;
• a 7% increase with large pass-throughs are required;
• The maximum and minimum need to be removed and base entirely on the CPI index;
• Increases need to be tied to the CPI index and create a maximum of 8%, remove the floor;
• They prefer no rent control whatsoever, however 3% is not enough they need a minimum of 6%.
• The CPI index does not create certainty and keeps rent increases rate flat. They need a 6% with pass-throughs;
• The CPI index does not take into consideration all housing providers costs;
• The market takes care of itself, especially in line with the data that suggests the rent increase was around 2%, therefore we

don’t need a cap;
• Because of the fear of limitation of rent rate, owners need to increase rent;
•



Summary of Comments on Maximum Allowable Rent Increase (Cont’d):

• Owners should not be taken on the full financial burden of affordable housing;

• Owner occupied duplexes should be excluded because owners reside in their homes and rely on the rent increases to pay
the bills;

• Housing providers have not increased tent ovet 3%, however need the 10% to evict bad tenant, costs go up and they can no
longer afford the property and must sell to bad landlords. Rules are continually changing on housing providers and
Proposition 10 may further restrict housing providers;

• Rent control in general creates tremendous housing shortages because tenants in rent controlled unit remain in their units
and do no leave;

• There was no data to suggests the need for rent control or for the “urgency”; the City did not conduct an economic analysis;
the 10% cap existed for years and the City had no evidence that housing providers increased rents to the 10% cap; Council
had no data; the City needs to make a serious effort to increase the supply of housing for all types: affordable, middle-class
and luxury, trying to control rent will not create affordable housing; no studies were conducted to establish the need for rent
control;

• Rent control should only be for those people in need. Need to loosen control of the housing providers and provide a
mechanism to help all those in need.



Maximum Allowable Rent Increase
COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option Icomme Name ITeIl
No Policy Change

Duplexes are such a small percentage of the properties in Beverly Hills/and should be considered as single family units. They should be exempt from rent control. Let the market determine the value. It is doing it
4well (except for bad actors of course) - other than that. No policy change - let’s tend to our schools.

—

Jo change to 3% or CPI with cap of 5.5%. No cause evictions. Create a housing commission. Pass thru’s - no capital investment impacts pass through to tenant.
JNo change Chapter Sand 6 could benefit.

HPMy first question is to clarify Option number 2. My feeling is to make it ax fair ax possible to both sides and to be flexible in times of very high and low inflation. The more fixed things are, the greater possibility of
abuse. Therefore I am forthe first option. Option number 3, making things closerto Ch. 5, would benefit tenants dramatically while harming housing providers. Ch. S’s intent is for lower income tenants. So I
would say no to that. Option number 4—portion based on CPI—is unpredictable and CPI is not reflective of housing provider’s costs. This year was an aberration in benefiting providers. I don’t think that’ll happen
again. I again prefer option Ill because it’ll prevent abuses on both sides and it’s the least amount of work for the City. Regarding pass-throughs, my guess would be that for small housing providers, the red tape
is so great—most small housing providers just wouldn’t do it. Do you have data? [Mr. Silvern answers: Under Ch. 5 I think only the property tax is a pass-through.] Last question. You said there are approximately
275 Ch. S tenants and 6500 Chapter 6. Then why do you say there is a total of 8600 units? [Mr. Silvern: The difference is owner/occupant.)

HPI own duplexes in RH. I have a tenant who’s lived there for 26 years. I’m being depicted as a rent gouger. We have properties that are close to 100 years old. This year I was hit with a $6,000 bill. Water heater
costs $1,400. I don’t see how CPI reflects the costs of managing properties. You can’t equate CPI business to the apartment buildings. There are other operating costs. I have the option if I can’t make a decent
return. I’m retired, I depend on the rent. I’m a business man, if I can’t get a decent return on my investment why do I stay in this business? I could make these into condominiums. Having rent control forces
owners Out of business, which you’re taking away from the [housing] stock. Singh: CPI doesn’t take into consideration all the costs. Owner: $12,000 roofing repair. Singh: Which policy? We hear you. One request I
have is I understand. What’s possible on both sides? We are looking to resolve, come to middle ground. Owner: No policy change.

As you know, I’m a provider and a tenant. No policy change. To decide on this is a half-truth. Proposition 10 will limit our ability to bring below market rates up to market. No decision should be made here until Matthew HP
there is a decision on prop 10. What has helped myself and fellow owners to keep the rent increases down is banking on the ability to bring it back up to market. It’s a benefit to fixed incomes to enjoy city flnerman, MD
services. This includes me. I’m older than 60. But I’m not guaranteed to stay here. Don’t take into consideration percentage increase, but also the ability to bring units up to market as a basis of investment. We
didn’t anticipate tax change at the fed level.

HPYou’ve mentioned that the CPI for the last 16 years has been 2.1 percent, and rent increases have been [—], why do we need a cap? The market has been taking care of itself. I have tenants who are good tenants
and I don’t raise their rent. But because we have three percent I will guarantee to raise them 3 percent. Instead you’re coming up with something that causes pain for all landlords. And now you have the issue of
paying tenants to move out. I own a property in Santa Monica and I got out because it didn’t make sense. I have a place in Orange County, no problems, everybody is happy. Thank you.

Enrique HPMy name is Enrique. I only have one apartment in Beverly Hills. I am for no change. Beverly Hills is different than all the other cities you are comparing. Compare the cost of living here with Santa Monica and how
they treat the landlords. Let’s instead compare to Culver City and Orange County. Good schools and no rent control. I have a friend who has a building here for many years who has not raised his rent. Now he
feels his rents are low and suddenly I can’t go above 4.1% or even less? All the time he was always thinking he’s risking. Singh: Summary. Because of the fear of the limitation of rent raise, owners and property
managers need to increase rent. Owner: I’m proud that when RH had a problem with parking, they created more parking. The way to solve this problem [...] the landlord shouldn’t be the person who does all the
work. Regarding Proposition 101 don’t think Beverly Hills should make any commitment now because we are too small. They shouldn’t be for or against. They shouldn’t get involved.

My name is Bruce Phillips. My family has owned a duplex since 1964. I’m wondering if you’re taking comments on deregulating units of 4 units or less. First I have a condo, it’s not subject to rent control correct? Bruce Phillips HP

[Silvern: Yes correct). I would make the case that duplexes are more like single family homes. They are two family houses. The example is economies of scale. I used to own 20 units in Los Angeles. Now I own my
family duplex with my cousin. In terms of economies of scale [...] another thing is treating it as an apartment presents two difficulties. Should I pay someone to leave? Should I downsize and join my cousin in the

j duplex? I couldn’t move my son in: To me it’s closer to a SFH. I would support no policy change.
I’m the cousin and our insurance is under condo insurance. That speaks to no policy change. HP
I’m Olga. I live in four units. I’m surprised. I have a question. Beverly Hills is an exclusive city, one known all over the world as most expensive. I’m stuck with very low rent. I have expenses. He doubles me, that’s HP
RH, that’s the way it is. The city is always adding mote and more expenses (water). Also, when you meet a 3 percent, it’s going to hurt things. I have to put in a new fence. Then I can’t do it. Then properties are
not going to look so well. If you don’t have the capital to invest you’re not going to do anything. RH is supposed to be exclusive, beautiful.
I’m a Ch. 5 tenant. I had no idea that when I moved into my current apt that I’d stay so long. Now I’m going into retirement and I’m undergoing changes. I’m confused on what return on investment means in real Tenant
estate. We all have changes when we invest. Ten years ago I lost six figures in the stock market. I don’t know what owners expect in profit. Is it that they can earn more money? I can see they don’t want to be
under water but I don’t understand their objective.

HPI’m against the change. I’ve owned a duplex for about 50 years. I redid it to be up with electricity and pipes. I asked Bank of America to remodel and other things. Plus I have mortgages. I work to pay my mortgage I
which is close to $3,000 a month. I think they shouldn’t touch duplexes. I want duplexes excluded like Santa Monica. Why should RH be so greedy?

j
HPI came back to clarify my point from before. I want a little more freedom because of my expenses. It is my family home. I too agree with excluding duplexes.
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Maximum Allowable Rent Increase
COMMENTS. CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option )Comments Name Tenant/HP

.AlmoreOax Tenant
BH is unique. We have been sheltered from the statewide housing crisis. The problem is that there aren’t any affordable apartments. My first apartment - three working adults pay for it now. One of the things
that has made us unique is the stability of our community. Renters have been here a long time. 60% of our school body were the children of renters. That number is down to 48%. The problem goes back to
affordability. Landlords need to ask themselves, what community are you building? What do you want to see? We are people who send kids to school and volunteer. We’re the troop leaders. But it has reached a
crisis level for many people. I’ve been incredibly lucky but I know that’s not the case for everyone. Recently I’ve been approached by Ch. S tenants. I never thought I’d see that in BH. They’re too afraid to report.
We got to take the fear out of this. It’s not humane. Those are just some comments. Thanks city council for investment in this community. I think this is going to be their landmark legacy. I’m really grateful. As far
as policy I’m inclined to go with #1. I have some serious concerns about pass-through, however. I don’t see how tenant should be responsible for bad management. For not addressing problems. I am mostly in
favor of CPI but I think there should be a limit. [Sing: why do you think #1 is Ok?] I run a business. I write checks. I know how costs have gone up so I see both sides. I see very clearly both sides. I also know I had a
water leak. My landlord was right there. I was in a hotel. I was taken care of. Our landlords are taking care of critters. There isa side of this that you have to look at the business. There has to be a balance.
Common ground. That’s a place forthe city to come in. Singh: Where is that ground? Both stories. I have a questions RE sustainability of 3 percent given age of building and costs of services. Given historical data
tells us increases have been [...] something, that 3% is realistic. But there has to be protections for tenants when you look at no cause evictions, and habitability.

Jess Bendixen Tenant
I’m a pretty good sized landlord and tenant since 2003. I’m familiar with LA rules and I’m used to it. Everything is great and good. There are a lot of rules and fees. It’s not easy. It’s very tough in LA to get rid of a
trouble tenant. I try to understand all these landlords. I recognize all of them from all the meetings. I have a feeling all the landlords who show up here are the good ones that take care of tenants. I see the
frustration in these landlords. Tenants that show up to these meetings have negative stories and situations with their landlords. You have all the good landlords who don’t understand why we need to make
changes combined with all the tenants who have problems. The landlords not following rules don’t show up to these meetings. I know ten landlords who would never show up to this meeting. They care about
cashing out. I happen to live in a property. I see it from both sides. I’m a little stuck between #1 and #4. When things go up the landlord should have a certain level of support to be able to raise the rent. At the
same time, tenants should have certain stability. If I get a rent increase of $100 I don’t care. But it could be a single mother of two kids. The number we have should give the stability to the tenants. I know that’s
the number we’re trying to come up with. I think for the landlords in Beverly Hills there is retrofitting. I think a pass-through number on that, it’s an important item to the building and tenant, If there is an
earthquake you may have to move Out. I could see some of those things could be pass-throughs. There was a gentleman who mentioned the water heater. I’m sorry, that’s just the cost of managing property. I
would never buy a master metering building. In November 1995 we couldn’t buy here because there wasn’t enough money to put aside. We went to the valley in Panorama City. For that moment it’s what we
could afford. Now, over time, it grew. Even with all the laws that are coming, I will own a property in Beverly Hills. It’s got to make sense for me. I think one of the most important things in all these talks. I’ve seen
and heard of the horror stories. To the good landlords, there are bad landlords misusing the law. You can’t bring quality tenants into the city if they have no security. [This speaker also advocated for getting rid of
no-cause evictions]. Singh: thank you for balance.

Rent and CPI have been same—what are you changing? City should come up with a way to deal with greedy landlords. I can’t afford to live here. I don’t expect a landlord to give me cheap rent. Again, I think the
city is trying to do the right thing. But they 5hould come up with another way than rent control.

Tenant
I cannot attend the Sunday meeting in person as I fear it would expose me to retaliation by the landlord, especially as it’s videotaped. I do appreciate that Beverly Hills is soliciting feedback and trying to have
some reasonable rules for renters and landlords. I’ve lived here for 20 years and I am a teacher. So my income is okay, but it doesn’t go up much year to year. Rent increases are a constant fear. This building was
owned by a local Beverly Hills couple for decades, but when one of them passed away, it was sold to an investor. This investor owns multiple properties, is based outside of BH, and has Essential Management, an
LA-based company, do the actual managing. When the local BH residents owned the property, rents were raised every few years, but not too much. Since the investor took over, the rent has been raised the
maximum allowable every time. Three years in a row, it was 10%, and now 3% given the new laws. A few years, they have tried to raise the rent after only 6 months, and it has taken a great deal of effort to get
them to back down. During that time, there have been no upgrades to the property. We have dirty carpets in the hallways, we’ve had a number of rat invasions, and screening of tenants has degraded with noisy
and sometimes rude tenants being allowed to move in. There are holes in the side of the building. The laundry machine water has sewage in it, making it unusable. Phone calls to the company go unanswered,
messages are not returned, and repairs, when they agree to make them, are slipshod. You can read about other people’s horror stories on their yelp review site. Many of the things people are describing here
have happened to me too. https://www.yelp.com/biz/essential-management-los-angeles. Of course, they are very responsive about one thing: collecting rent. As a longtime renter here, what I’d like to suggest
is: rent increases tied into inflation or capped at 3%, - rent increases and policies that match surrounding towns: Santa Monica, Culver City, West Hollywood, and Los Angeles - protections from being evicted.
There needs to be documented proof of problem tenants’ issues, be it noise, damaging the unit, etc. And then documentation that the tenant failed to change his/her ways. Right now, the landlord can just claim
anything and say its “just cause.” Most renters do not have the resources to fight this legally (otherwise, they wouldn’t be renters!). The fear of this retaliation leads tenants to put up with problems and keep
quiet. We should be able to pay online with automatic payments. Right now, we have to use checks, and there is often a problem with the company claiming checks never arrived. Or, they don’t cash them and
then claim you paid late. Every other payment in today’s world, from car payments to utilities, is done automatically. Rent should be the same way, especially as a good track record shows you’re paying on time,
and helps your credit score. City inspections - the city should inspect these buildings to keep landlords on their toes. Particularly for earthquake safety, vermin infestations, etc. I hope these suggestions can at
least be considered, and that the city strikes a reasonable balance between the landlords’ understandable desire to make money and the rights of the renters. Please remember the landlords are wealthy; we are
not. Thanks for taking the time to read this.

C
In 2008, unfortunately, bad landlords and investors came to the city and started charging 10% to get people Out. I saw older people evicted, kids in the middle of the school year...I sincerely think 3% is more than

Tenant

enough. The council asked the landlords 10%. 25-SO dollars a year charge. We don’t have any expenses. I know the buildings are old and need to be taken care of. You have an older car you have to take care of it.
You are already making money. You have more control than the tenants. 68% of residents are tenants. For at least one landlord there is seven tenants. One bad landlord affects 7 tenants. But one bad tenant only
affects one landlord. I think there should be a rating. There are newer and older buildings. Rate them to see how much that landlords/person needs to maintain or upgrade whatever. Therefore not everyone goes
on same level.
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Maximum Allowable Rent Increase
COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

PolicY Option Comments jName Tenant/HP
Set a Maximum dollar amount by which rents may be increased annually, coupled with the existing allowable Increases based on @1
2 As a tenant would love to have consistency and the lowest rent increase possible. As an honest person, need to acknowledge that pass-throughs for big repairs and expenses need to be amortized as a pass-

through in a reasonable fashion. I believe in a CPI increase with a cap and raising rent on Ch. 5. That would be option number 2. As for habitability - there needs to be a level that says everything has to be working
and at least okay. Elevators, water heaters, plumbing, HVAC, heating, cupboards, door locks, carpets/their coverings, electrical. Pass-throughs and rent increases have to remain sustainable. Beverly Hills is
becoming a City of empty single family homes as more off shore buyers have purchased. Renters are the most vibrant population. This is where the kids fill the schools and they are leaving. As housing prices
skyrocket single family owners are taking their kids out of public schools. Especially as our schools fail. Hawthorne is no longer sustainable - less than 400 kids. The City has a responsibility to keep the population
varied and not homogeneous. At this time - the rents are unaffordable. Only wealthy people can live here. That’s not a community. Now - only disengaged individuals can afford to live here without community
involvement. This is not working. So many people are fearful of the next rent increase driving them out of the area. Word is Out - Don’t rent in Beverly Hills. The price is too high and tenants have no protections.
The schools stink. It’s no longer safe. It’s just very expensive.

Setfixed annual maximum allowoble rent percentage Increasefor Chapter 6 tenants
3 7% with large subsidies for citizens of Beverly Hills truly in need.
3 6% and pass-throughs. Number 3: keep the RSO simple. A flat fee gives everyone a very clear understanding of potential increases. One of the complaints from residents is certainty. CPI does not provide certainty

-it’s a fluctuation of market conditions that might not be that resident’s condition!!!

HP
Mayor Gold brought up unintended consequences and how we are affected. Some spoke about freeze going up will lose school population. The fact that we have rent control actually causes less students. The
data in HR&A, 35% under 18, rent control it’s 24%. Other cities with rent controls have even less children. We’re in the real estate market. We are not in a real market. We don’t have access to the real market. We
are handcuffed from doing things. We’ve been talking about this for two years. I propose we give both parties more what they want. I want to give the tenants truly in need what they need. But the vast majority
have a flat increase. tSingh: How would you determine who is in need?] It would takes lot of work to determine who is in need. My belief is 99% are satisfied. I would say 1% are in need. There is not a dramatic
widespread problem. We need to loosen control on the 99%. We need to have a fund or mechanism to subsidize those truly in need. Cancer, elderly, single mom, etc. I have a tenant who owns 90 pairs of Prada
Shoes. Why is she protected? I would say option #3. 10% is too high and 3% is too low. I would argue for 7%. Why are we assessed 1.2% on gross just for business license? We should be able to add that on. If it’s

•6% it should be 7%. We have to make up the money somehow. Why us as a city? When you get too far away from market you place stress on supply. You’re discouraging people from living. That’s not fair. There’s
a natural lifecycle to a tendency. We should be helping those truly in need. We shouldn’t be subsidizing those who live comfortable lifestyles. Tenants who spoke here also send kids to private school. No cause is
fundamental. If you don’t have control over the party you’ve lost the party. You have to be able to control who’s in and Out. You can’t do that in the courts.
Tenant and landlords. I’m in favor of #3. To your point Chuck, about expenses, they can’t be subjective. Not subjective is why there is not a concession for the 1.2 percent business tax. You pay a lot more in Jimmy Killian HP
Beverly Hills. 45% utilities is more expensive. There is nothing in code that make up for these specific items. I asked last time we elaborated on not getting charged on admin fees. On every bimonthly bill we see it
says rent control admin fee. It’s not in HR&A’s report. Landlord is paying for common area and electricity. As a tenant you should share the cost of your utility usage. Individual meters and house meters. If I want
to take a bath the expectation is I pay for it. We should have just a straight pass-through for water and sewage.
Maximum Annual Rent Increase preferred option #3: The City should not allow 100% of CPI as a rent increase, because landlords also get the benefit of equity increases in their property. 70%-80% seems more Daniel Tenant
reasonable. Bradford

Jimmy Killian HP
Why don’t we provide the numbers? My point is, the landlords feel is it fairfor us to give all our info to the city? Do you have data on tenants? Silvern: we don’t need to survey them. It’s available publicly. In
terms of declining enrollment, it’s been declining since 1970s. If we want more vibrant, they are the least rent control cities. Flat fee 7%. Subsidies to those truly in need.

HPWe are here because some owners have less than sterling reps. It is bad business to force Out good tenants. HR&A was not tasked to ask why cities didn’t push for rent control. Why do the people controlling
things here think they know stuff other cities don’t? We want bad owners properly addressed. However, the majority of the buildings under rent control are older. It takes more to maintain function and
appearance. RE guy who owned laboratory. Increasing costs are the problem of tenants. The owners can’t put them in the same situation where making promises they can’t fund. Those kind of promises can’t run
a business. If we try to keep consideration of keeping good tenants under limited income. Can’t be in situation of no good deed goes unpunished. I would increases my rent less for good tenants. I use high end
maintenance. His costs have gone up. My costs go up because of bonds. We’ve all agreed 10% is too much. 3% is unsustainable. We have increased our personal rents less than 3% except for bad tenants because
we could allow for tenants. Prop 10 takes these tools away from us. If people invested in one set of rules and the goal posts move, those in our position are going to have to sell out to bad landlords.

HPSpeaking of insurance I hadn’t thought about it. My insurance went up dramatically more because of the cost of fires. I got hit with a twenty five percent increase. Another this year for homeless encampments.
That’s not caught in CPI. We need good insurance to protect tenants. I grew up in BH and I’m trying to retire here. I don’t see how stabilization is sustainable since the city doesn’t allow for development. In 20
years we haven’t had any developments, very little. The housing stock is very old. Needs a lot of updating. Asbestos. We have a vermin problem and I’m now living in units. Our alley has two garbage cans. The
dusts and flies. The city needs to deal with more services for the tenants. Last thing I want to address is pass-through’s. I called the city and they said I couldn’t do pass-through’s. They sent me paperwork. I did
the roofs in 2017. It’s very difficult for the landlord to even petition it. I raised the rent. I am in favor #3. This way we can keep BH an entitled community. We don’t want to have two sets of living standards—one
for SFH and other for squalid garbage ridden apartment communities. In order to maintain a nice and beautiful city we have to distinguish ourselves and know who we are and where we are going. My last
comment [...] how many cities in California [have rent control]? [Silvern: 15.1 And how many cities are in California? 500 or so cities. We are talking about a small percentage. Culver City is beautiful, it’s coming up,
they have a fantastic school system, and no rent control. If these things pass I’m taking my money out of here. Singh: summary. BH is unique. We need housing. We are minority in terms of having rent control.
And tenants need services.
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Maximum Allowable Rent Increase
COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option Comments Name Tenant/HP
3 I have a question. #1 no policy change, does that mean it stays at 3% or the other percentage? [Silvern: Formulas don’t change. Rent is allowed to be greater of...etc...] 504.1% could go higher? [Yes]. So in looking HP

at option #3, do we get back to setting a percentage that’s agreeable? [Paul: Applies to Ch. 6 only—eliminates the 3% floor.] Now that I’m clear about that I would choose #3. I live in a duplex. That is my residence
and income. As many of the other speakers said, the operating costs have gone up. BH continues to raise fees. I’m not sure how the pass-through on the utilities work for Ch. 6, if you have to apply for that or it’s
automatic. [There are certain surcharges for refuse and water costs]. It’s charged per unit, those that live in older places, with one meter, if we get a tenant who doesn’t watch the tenant, the costs become
expensive for us owners. It’s hard to say no policy change when things go up. I can’t see operating on a percentage that is 3%, or CPI, or fixed. I know. I am looking for more freedom. Later clarification: I’d just like
to clarify. I prefer #3, fixed amount. I am not against eliminating the floor.

Eliminate allowable maximum and minimum ,nt Increases and set Increases entirely on 100 percent orsomefraction ofpercentage change In CPI
4 No comments.
4 Consider that LA County Board of Supervisors recently passed 3% maximum allowable rent increasel The LA County Board of Supervisors also passed Just Cause Eviction for all units. They also passed no rent

bankingl I think this needs to be taken into account. Also the Costa Hawkins will be a decisive factor it if passes. And proposition #10 is being considered herein Beverly Hills. I am for #4 - Mark gave good reasons.
The CPI can go down. If Costa Hawkins will afford this. Do we have to wait for that? Punitive or damage charge to those landlords who don’t keep the property up. Would you consider a category for seniors, who
are retired and on a fixed income? Or retirement income - fixed - any increases can bea challenge.

Mark Elliot Tenant
I have a process question. When is our feedback due into council materials? [Sept 21st] Tenants support a fair return. It provides a fair income to support costs. Apartment owners have to maintain where they
live. A fair return should cover that but it shouldn’t cover capital improvements to properties. You’ll get that back, There are other ways to provide a return than a fair return. I think tenants support costs sharing
of admin fees (RSO office, inspection). We would support some mandated fees. The property owner shouldn’t have to pay one hundred percent. However fair return should take into account asset appreciation
and equity, which is separate. You can maximize your equity by leveraging. You can turn around and sell it and you’ve made quite a bit of money. There is a footnote in that San Jose study that goes into this. Five
cities in California do not index at 100% of CPI. They index at a fraction of CPI. There is a return for property owner. It gets complicated. That’s why we’re not seeing more people here [at the meetings] because
you get into the weeds. Regarding habitability, we also support increase for performance, that code violations are resolved. We have landlords that don’t pay relocation fees. They shouldn’t be allowed to raise
rent. There should be sanctions. A pass-through passes the risk in the market to the tenant. Careful about what pass-throughs are allowed. Tenants should not support #1. For the foreseeable future we’re going
to see higher inflation. What matters is percentage of CPI. Doesn’t have to be one hundred percent. Overcompensates owners. #2, tenants don’t prefer this option. Max dollar cap function into close the gap
between lower rent paying and higher rent paying and provide a ceiling for higher rent tenants only as their increases multiply. Large compounding increases. However most tenants aren’t going to benefit from
that. Even if it does close the gap, it doesn’t benefit lower tenants because their rent compounds. #3 we don’t prefer this option because 100% CPI remains and it doesn’t have to be 100%. We can’t support it on
that basis alone. More importantly, for foreseeable future, there is no real gain to Ch. 6 tenants. #4 is the option we support because it implies a fraction of CPI. That’s important. Seven cities use a fraction of CPI.
#4 also eliminates 3% floor. No reason to keep arbitrary 3 percent floor. Honestly I don’t know enough about the CPI to recommend an exact figure. [Silvern: reasons vary city to city]. That’s a conversation we
could have today if we were going to get more into the weeds. The only place I could find was the San Jose study where they talk about it in a single footnote. [Paul: it’s because housing costs are already
embedded in CPI[. That’s an important point, as we see housing costs increase that’s pushing rent. Option #5. Tenants can’t support. We support some pass throughs such as government mandated costs. As well
as cost sharing for admin fees. But can’t support applying Ch. S-like pass-throughs to Ch. 6. Ch. 5 have these because they recognized returns weren’t enough. But council had incrementally added these pass
throughs. Today we’re not having a pass-through discussion. We don’t support #5. Option #6 tenants can’t support but it’s a benefit to Ch. S tenants because if we establish more of a process to pass through for
costs, Ch. 5 have the pass throughs but 6 do not. What if tenants use too much water? Water pass throughs are already on the book. Tenants will benefit from a more discretionary pass through. My concern with
this option is it becomes an open door for Ch. 6 raises. Do we even need pass-throughs in addition to fair return? Singh: Quick summary: one comment was about duplex exemption, one comment was about the
risk owners make in an investment and that’s a risk that shouldn’t be able to pass-through; Mr. Elliot made several points: asset building and equity building that should be taken into consideration. His alliance
there should be a portion of CPI under #4 because we shouldn’t blindly follow law. You should remove floor of 3%. Last thing was sanctions for not conforming landlords. We should be careful with Ch. S and 6
with increase of burden for tenant.

Tenant
Favors CPI. I’m a tenant and I’m coming in late. I’ve been a property owner in LA County. I don’t know what the difference is between CPI of county and city. Here’s what I found when I owned income property.
Every tenant should expect an increase every year because costs for owners go up. I keep hearing owners didn’t raise their rent. If I had a really good tenant I would cap it under the max because it was too costly
to lose the tenant. When I had a problem tenant, I maxed their rent. If a tenant was costing me more money I would charge them more. I raised a problem tenant the max. You raise them the max. When I had the

• high rents I had the 6 percent. You can’t expect tenants to pay for everything. They’re paying your mortgage notes. I’m finding the landlords are unrealistic. We got six hipsters sharing a two bedroom apartment.
Each unit has a ridiculous number of people. The landlords got a little greedy. They don’t care about putting multiple people in units. Four guys are willing to pay $3500. I come along with a husband and can pay
$2700. The answer is no thanks. We have multiple people in units. The rents aren’t realistic. The real estate bubble is unrealistic. I know the owners have costs. I’m an owner in a no rent control state. When I have
to replace my roof I don’t raise my tenants the max. If owners want to get the maximum, own where therein no rent control. I’m really voting kind of to the index. When things are good you get a good return.

• Drive the bad tenants out that way. If you give them a break every year you drive them out. I pay almost $2000 a month for a studio. Downstairs they pay $4000. But they did it to themselves.
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Maximum Allowable Rent Increase
COMMENTS. CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option Comments jName Tenant/HP
Chuck Moffett Tenant

I’m following my mentor Mark Elliot. With respect to what Dr. Finerman says, why don’t more municipalities have rent control? 36 state legislatures have preempted cities ability to have rent control. It’s usually
in the cities where there is pressure on real estate values. Many of the legislatures have a preponderance of rural governors. Dr. Finerman talked about the difficulty of budgeting for major expenses like a roof,
which is why landlords needed more support for net operating expenses. That’s a capital expenditure, not an operating expense. The second answer gets back to the discussion by Mr. Elliot and the CPI and why
there should be a fraction of, not all. Where that becomes particularly relevant is page 19 of your presentation where you point out with data from IRIM [?] and the national apartment association what is
included in the total operating expenses. These folks at HRA got no cooperation from apartment association. No numbers from the landlords regarding profit and loss. We were able to get the profit and loss
statements for three buildings in BH and looked at HR&A’s numbers, which were instructive. It just so happens that the AAGLA belongs to the NM, so they presumably come from the apartment owners. They
point out the total operating expenses of the apartment building in LA County average 32.5%. That means 67% about of all the money being taken in by apartment owners, consist of non-operating expenses. We
have three buildings. What this says is that these folks are vastly overestimating their operating expenses. They are saying they have capital expenses. We have no numbers from you. We are getting deep into the
weeds. But we have to. Therefore, we’re going to produce a report for you and the city which demonstrates more conclusively what people are making, If you produce numbers, the city will be delighted to
review numbers. There are no numbers being shown by any apartment owners. f He supports option 4).

___

4 jSet increases at 60% of the CPI jteven Heller Tenant
4 Eliminate allowable maximum and minimum rent increases and set increases entirely on 100 percent or some fraction of the percentage change in CPI. - A fraction of the CPI is far preferable to 100% to keep in Will Rack Tenant

- ,line with what other Cities are doing.
4 Maximum Annual Rent Increase preferred option number 4
Allow more operating expense pass throughs for Chapter 6 housIng providers without an application process
5 Also, pass through should be tenant specific so if a resident uses a bath multiple times, they should be responsible for paying their portion of the bill. Landlords pay for common areas and residents should pay for

their direct consumption.
Limit operating expense passthroughs, either by precluding them orby requiringformal rent Increase application processes
6 Limit expense pass throughs. It should only be for outside 3rd party costs like government requirements or utility costs. Not routine landlord questions. Steven Heller Tenant
Require apartment buildings to meet habitability standards in orderfor housing providers to Increase rents
7 Owners have collected rents and interest for years. If no painting or carpeting replacement has been done why should a senior have to pay for improvements? Dealing with roaches and spiders is also a problem.

No inspections have ever been made. Some apartments have been remodeled with extensive work and rent increased, If nothing has been done would a tenant still have to fate increases in rent? Note: Senior
Citizens under ChapterS & 6 should receive special consideration on all matters discussed in these meetings. Many are on a fixed income, have health issues and some are handicapped.

Set afixed annual maximum allowable rent percentage increase for Chapter 6 Tenants & Eliminate allowable maximum and minimum rent increases and set increases entirely on 100 percent or some fraction ofpercentage change in CPI

3 & 4 Tom Vogt- Tenant
I am a retired senior citizen and have lived in Beverly Hills as a Chapter 6 tenant for almost 12 years in the same large apartment complex. My source of income is from Social Security so I am very interested in the Nilson
Maximum Allowable Rent Increase portion of the Rent Stabilization Ordinance. I favor an option which incorporates option No.3 together with one aspect of option No.4. I wish that HR&A Advisors had
suggested this as a separate option since I feel that it is a fair and equitable option. My suggested option includes the following: A. Establish a fixed maximum percentage up to which rents could be increased for
Chapter 6 tenants. B. Eliminate the minimum 3.0 percent rent increase for Chapter 6 tenants. C. Set rent increases for Chapter 6 tenants as some fraction of the percentage change in the CPI. With regard to (A)
above: Of the 13 other cities in the HR&A Advisors study, 8 (a majority) have established an allowable maximum rent increase percentage. Therefore, it seems fair that Beverly Hills Chapter 6 tenants should also
have this protection which they currently do not have. But it is important that the maximum percentage not be set too high; perhaps no more than 6.0% or 7.0%. With regard to (B) above: Of the 13 other cities in
the HR&A Advisors study, 11 (a majority) have not established an allowable minimum rent increase percentage. Therefore, it seems fair that Beverly Hills Chapter 6 tenants should not be subject to the minimum
3.0% rent increase that they currently are subject to. Another reason for eliminating the 3.0% increase “floor” is that it is not fair that Beverly Hills Chapter 6 tenants will not receive the benefit of a low CPI
change when the CPI change is less than 3.0%. With regard to f C) above: Of the 13 other cities in the HR&A Advisors study, CPI change is the predominant method of measuring allowable annual rent increases
with 11 cities using that method. Of those 11 cities, 7 (a majority) use a fraction (between 60% and 80%) of the CPI change. Therefore, it seems fair that Beverly Hills Chapter 6 tenants should also have their rent
increase calculated as some fraction (between 60% and 80%) of the percentage change in the CPI. As you can see from my discussion above, the option I am suggesting for determining the maximum allowable
rent increase for Beverly Hills Chapter 6 tenants incorporates all 3 of the provisions used by a majority of the other cities in the HR&A Advisors study. That seems very fair.

Eliminate allowable maximum and minimum rent increases and set Increases entirely on 100 percent or some fraction ofpercentage change In CPI & Allow more operating expense pass-throughs for Chapter 6 housing providers without an application
process
4 & 5

. Bill Shinbrot TenantMy preference: Hybrid approach - Set maximum allowable increases entirely on a percentage of CPI, not to exceed 5%. Rationale: No other city with a rental ordinance ties maximum rental increases to 100% of
CPI. All use a fraction of CPI, because they recognize that CPI is based on the prices of fungible goods and services. Housing is decidedly not fungible; neither tenants nor landlords should be subject to the vagaries
of an index that doesn’t reflect the imbalance of risk between the parties (because it was never intended to). A fraction of CPI is what other cities use; we should too. Moreover, allowing property owners to pass
through to tenants costs associated with legally mandated maintenance and capital expenditures (e.g. earthquake retrofitting) would essentially legalize double-dipping, because these expenses can already be
written off of State and Federal income taxes. Were this permitted, landlords would enjoy a dual benefit of tax relief and reimbursement from tnnantsl

Eliminate allowable maximum and minimum rent increases and set increases entirely on 100 percent or some fraction ofpercentage change In CPI & Limit operating expense pass-throughs, either by preduding them orby requiringformal rent
increase application processes
4 & 6 Constance TenantMaximum Annual Rent Increase preferred option H: 4 & 6

Meyer
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Maximum Allowable Rent Increase
COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option Comments
Name Tenant/HP

Eliminate allowable maximum and minimum rent increases and set increases entirely on 100 percent or somefraction ofpercentage change in CP1, Umit operating expense poss-throughs either by precluding them orby requiringformal rent increaseapplication processes & Require apartment buildings to meet habitability standards in orderfor housing providers to increase rents
4, 6, & 7 Maximum Annual Rent Increases; A) apartment buildings must meet habitability standards in order for housing providers to increase rent. B) Any pass through expenses must go through an application process Lisa Plocher Tenant

tC) Eliminate allowable maximum and minimum rent increases and set increases entirely on 100 percent or some fraction of percentage change in CPI.
Eliminate allowable maximum and minimum rent increases and set increases entirely on 100 percent or same fraction ofpercentage change in CPI & Require apartment buildings to meet habitability standards in orderfor housing providers toincrease rents
4 & 7 Hello, I have lived and rented in Beverly Hills for 30 years. As a school teacher I would not be able to live in this community without rent control. I am 100% for the tenant positions on rent stabilization as stated 0. Clavin Tenant

by the renter’s alliance. Beverly Hills needs to maintain a diverse community which reflects social and economic diversity as well as social justice. Please consider and implement all of the tenant positions of rent
stabilization.

4 & 7
. . Mark Elliot TenantAnnual rent increase policy; I support options #4 and #7. The city should create a rent increase formula that is indexed to a measurable standard (change in consumer prices) while contemplating the rate of

change as a percentage of CPI. The city should eliminate the current Chapter 6 floor (“the greatest of 3% of 100% of CPI”) and retain the maximum cap of 8% for Chapter 6 tenants (“the lessor of 8% or CPI”). The
city should preclude pass-throughs for Chapter 6 beyond the current water penalty and trash fee and any adopted pass-through should be granted based on demonstrated need through the rent adjustment
process. The city should embrace option #7 that would require meeting a habitability standard (if one is adopted) as a condition of any increase.

4 & 7 Maximum Annual Rent Increase preferred option 4:4 and 7. Without a fair rental agreement the Beverly Hills renters market will soon be comprised of young trust funders whose parents at the insistence of the Glen Tenant
property owners co-sign the lease. This does not make a community.

4 & 7
Jay Newman TenantMy name is Jay Newman and I have rented my apartment at 9425 Charleville Blvd., Beverly Hills, CA 90212 since around 2000/2001. For a number of years previously I rented an apartment at 1215. Elm Drive,

Beverly Hills. I am a self-employed business-and-financial consultant for small-to-medium sized businesses. I would like the Beverly Hills Council to know that I and my neighbors have followed closely the efforts
of the “BH Renters Alliance” and appreciate their efforts to identify, assess, and put forward policy alternatives on our behalf. Without getting into specifics, I can say that there have been prolonged periods in
which my annual rents have been increased significantly and disproportionately in view of the time-and-money efforts of our landlord. At times, in regard to obtaining the right repairs by licensed contractors, I
have also needed to arrange the support of the appropriate units of both Beverly Hills and the County and I appreciate the support that was provided. I also try to bring to my landlord’s attention my renter’s
rights under Beverly Hills, County, and California law and regulation--that have not infrequently been overlooked. These current policy discussions are very timely and I strongly support the policy options that
are supported by the BH Renters Alliance. Annual rent increase policy; Renters Alliance supports options #4 and #7.

4 & 7 jAnnual rent increase--I support option #4 and #7
— yieniamin tenant

4 & 7 fMaximum Annual Rent Increase; preferred option #4 and #7. 4Erik Kelley j]ant
& Annual rent increase policy: Prefer options #4 and #7. Beverly Hills should Create a rent increase formula that is indexed to a measurable standard while contemplating the rate of change as a percentage of CPI. Jennifer Jones Tenant

The city should eliminate the current Chapter 6 floor (“the greatest of 3% of 100% of CPI”) and retain the maximum cap of 8% for Chapter 6 tenants (“the lessor of 8% or CPI”). The city of Beverly Hills should also
embrace option #7 which (if adopted) would require meeting a habitability standard a fair condition of any increase.

4 & 7 JAnnual rent increase policy; Options #4 and #7. andy Jjenant
4 & 7 Session No.3 (Sept. 16, 2018), Maximum Annual Rent Increase, the Correct Options are Nos. 4 and 7. The others change the spirit and character of the RSO back to the failure of the “old days.” Option Nos. 2 and Tenant

3 represent retroactive thinking that led to the straight, maximum 10% model that is a recognized failure for the renting population and for the vitality of the City as a whole. Option No.5 is absolutely inconsistent R. C. Little
with renting itself. Option No. 6 protracts an extended debate over capital expense pass-through which should be ended now.

4 & 7 James TenantMaximum Annual Rent Increase preferred option #;4&7
-

— Spottiswoode —

& Annual Rent Increase; I support the Renters Alliance options 4 and? Judy Horowitz Tenant
4 & 7 jiipport Options 4 and 7. Lynda Boar Thenant
4 & 7 Annual Rent Increase Policy; I support options #4 and #7. We are Senior Citizens living in the same building since September 15, 1987. We went through three landlords —Our rent was increased every year — Our Mireille Tenant

unit is in the same condition as thirty years ago. Bertagna

4 & 7 #4 & #7 -

Jess Bendixen Tenant -

4 & 7 l4 & 7 —
— ——

— Jenant
4 & 7 Annual rent increase policy; options #4 and #7. - -

4 & 7 I support #4 & 7 and the position of the Renters Alliance. I suggest that seniors with at least 10 years residency in Beverly Hills have limited increases of the amount halfway between CPI and Social Security Torn Tenant
1benefit increases.

- - jhompson —

4 & 7 Eliminate allowable maximum and minimum rent increases and set increasex entirely on 100 percent or some fraction of percentage change in CPI. I support this option. Require apartment buildings to meet Tenant
habitability standards in order for housing providers to increase rents. I support this option.
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Maximum Allowable Rent Increase
COMMENTS. CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Optlotr Comments
jName Tenant/HP

No Policy Choice
Rent Registration will keep bad actor landlords from overcharging or executing illegal evictions. The cost should be shared 50/50, as l.os Angeles does. Keep in mind, please, two items that have bearing on
Allowable Rent increase. Investors pay a premium to buy land in Beverly Hills. This is considered a luxury area and prices reflect this perception. Logic dictates investors should expect a fair return in their
investment. I strongly believe that the age of the buildings in Beverly Hills (1940, 1950, and 1960’s) affects and limits the return. Thus, rent increases can’t go too haywire or tenants would simply move. This is
costly and poor business decision making when raises “gauge” tenants. Therefore I reiterate that the market is self-regulating. Competition from other buildings or newer buildings will always remain options.
Landlords pay 1.2% of gross to do business in Beverly Hills. This is a considerable cost to do business. Why hasn’t this been factored into the discussions versus rent raises and rent registration costs passed onto
landlords? Option number 3-5% maximum. This would reflect a 5% compromise for the existing system. My thoughts after attending these 3 sessions as well as other mediation sessions with the professor: What
are the City’s goals for rent stabilization? Is this a mechanism to fill the school population? (Protect families?) Is economic diversity the goal? Is landlord compliance the goal? Without a stated goal, choosing a
policy is confusing.

want free market. No restrictions. Let the owner’s control their own operation.
-

The average CPI for the past 16 years and the average rent increase have been consistent. Why do we need a maximum allowable rent increase? The system has been working without having control on rents.

HPNot every landlord is a bad person. If there are some, do we all have to pay? I just got a call that water is coming down, what do I do with 63 dollars a month? Some people think rents are too highs. The market
drops to rent. Increasing 3% every year will Create animosity and bad blood. I didn’t increase for years. I will have to increase, and it will cause friction.

- Katherine HPPrefers abolishing rent control. I own a building in RH. I Just became an owner. I was in LA for a few years. I have properties in both areas. It’s hard to look at both sides. California is for tenants not landlords. Not
true that a bunch of money goes into landlords pockets. Especially Beverly Hills, very high rates and mortgages, taxes, and building. One purchase doesn’t even cover the mortgage. tOther attendee interjects that
rent is not meant to cover financing costs.] We are not only here for services, we are here for income. We have to with real estate values that are going up and up especially in Beverly Hills. Have to understandJ that owners have expenses. Singh summarizes. I prefer no rent control whatsoever. 3%is not enough. Minimum 6%.

-First solutions. The gentleman who spoke regarding no cause that we have to get rid of that. I think one thing so many of us have said is the answer is compromise: clearly, some kind of committee, tenant, HP
landlord, city, they would have to go through a mediation process. We would allow both sides not to be disenfranchised. That way someone who shouldn’t be evicted won’t be. You will be able to avoid costs. 400
unit, 200 owner occupied. 3% are in rental pool the rest are owners. I would urge the council exempting 2 unit. Last point...l am in favor of exempting owner occupied. They are an entity unto themselves. Family
moving in should gain same rights.

HP
I’d like to reiterate I see this on both sides, having grown up in a rent controlled apartment. It encouraged my mother to stay in that rent controlled apartment. She never established equity. Never became a
homeowner. There are two sides to the rent control issue. There are people who own the buildings in the 2 Units and 4 units, it’s their income. The duplex is their income. It’s what they live off. I think when you
establish rent control you need to take a look at the tenants who live under rent control. They rented a property in Beverly Hills to use for the schools but bought houses elsewhere. The other thing you’re creating
is a tremendous housing shortage. Tenants hear rent control and they can’t give it up. You create an expensive decontrol factor. You create a lot of unintended effects.

- -

HIl Thank you for all your efforts on behalf of ChapterS tenants and all renters. We all live near Beverly Hills High on Spalding, Young and Robbins with the bulls eye Purple subway coming through. We all met Kathy Tenant
while walking our dogs and organized Neighborhood Watch meetings, etc. Let me speak for myself. I have been a nervous renter for many reasons and Nester, Terrance and the great Mr. Gibson have always Aaronson
been there to support us through landlord issues. They are Saints. As you know Chapter S has pass through allowances. Right now our base rent does not reflect the three roof pass throughs equaling over $300
for the next S years, and rent increase of almost 4%, plus trash and water. We have lived in our apartment since October 1977. We are the only ones in our neighborhood that has just cause eviction status. So we
have accepted the designated status to attend the stabilization meetings and share all handout materials - Why? Because they has been so badly intimidated by the fear of eviction and unfair rent increases. My
grief comes down to the fear of losing our home. It is not a fear it is a terror that impacts our sleep, eating habits and ongoing tensions that come with the constant never ending fear of all of this - for a very long
time. Question: Landlords get tax deductions and insurance coverage for all of the pass through allowances. Does this seem fair to you? Isn’t this double dipping the system? Let me ask for your kind
consideration of the following request that all pass through allowances should come with copies of the invoices we are being charged for as a sworn statement. Our landlord has not provided invoices with the
surcharges and out of constant fear we have hunkered down and remained silent. We have all joined the Renter Alliance and attended Mark’s meetings at Roxbury Park Center. We depend on Mark to voice our
needs below because of the member’s fear of eviction.
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Summary Comments on Ellis Act:

Public comments that oppose the Ellis Act provisions state that:

• Beverly Hills should not restrict owners by implementing the Ellis Act;
• Restricting housing providers is unfair and does not occur in any other market.

Public comments that support Ellis Act provisions:

• State that the Ellis Act provides greater protections for tenants and that No-Cause evictions should be prohibited;
• Call to expand Chapter 5 Ellis protections to Chapter 6 tenants, in line with the removal of No-Cause evictions;
• State that evictions under the Ellis Act should not be allowed until all permit approvals have been completed;
• State that the Notice period for all tenants evicted under the Ellis Act should be extended to one-year.



ELLIS ACT IMPLICATIONS
COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option Comments Name I Tenant/HP
No Policy Change
1 No Comments

Expand Ellis Act Protections for ChapterS Tenants
2 I was told my rent could not be raised but new owner did! Row can one fight this?! Seems impossible:(

Expand Ellis Act Provisions to Chapter 6 Tenants
3

_________Ellis

Act protections for Chapter 5 and 6 beyond state law.
3 I support option #3.
3 No Comments

3 Must assume no cause eviction will be eliminated and that the City must then make additional requirements to aid the
most vulnerable tenants, families. Also must do all they can to discourage removing buildings from the rental stock at
the risk of continuing to make BR homogenously rich or uber rich.

3 xpand Ellis act to Chapter 6 tenants
3 There should be no difference in protections for citizens, families, children to continue living in their homes (Chapter 5

or Chapter 6). Nor should Beverly Hills keep in place policies which prohibit affordable housing and allow/encourage
elimination of such affordable housing in favor of out-of-reach housing costs. It is inhumane to tell a family they must
exit their long-term home so a developer can remove an affordable building permanently from the market and build
the opposite. The Beverly Hills housing market serves its citizens as much as it serves investors.

3 Change to just cause evictions to adopt this policy.
3 I thank you for your patience. I think the issue here is tenant displacement so for us, no policy change is not really Mark Elliott Tenant

workable. I think tenants would support prohibiting no-just cause and increasing tenant protections, if displaced, for
the reasons allowed by state law. We would support additional Ellis Act protections. I think part of the problem is that
the risk to tenants of displacement under causes that are allowed under the Ellis Act, our risk is proportional to the
demand for redevelopment, to the tightening housing market, the rising land values. To the extent that the market
becomes more heated, or overheated, that’s when the risk to today’s tenants increases, so we support ending no-just
cause and we support Ellis Act protections. Option #2, we think also is a non-starter, as that would really only better
protect the few Chapter 5 tenants that we have. Really it’s all tenants in multi-family rental housing that should be
protected against displacement to the extent that the law allows. So we support Option #3, if just cause eviction
ordinance is adopted in Chapter 6, expand Ellis Act protections. It’s important to note when we think about tenant
displacement that the city identifies small properties for developers to buy in single, twos and threes for
redevelopment. Those properties are the city’s most affordable housing. Those are the properties that the city
identifies and tees up for redevelopment, so Ellis Act becomes especially important if the city itself is identifying the
most affordable units for redevelopment. Thank you.
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ELLIS ACT IMPLICATIONS
COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option Comments I Name I Tenant/HP
3 Issue #3 Ellis Act - Expand Ellis Act Protection
3 - No Comments

3 support option #3. Shouldn’t families be protected, just like the other cities? Steven Heller Tenant
3 Expand Ellis Act Provisions to Apply to Chapter 6 Tenants — BH should do what most other cities do. Will Rack Tenant

rExpand Ellis Act provisions to all Chapter 6 tenants. Ruth Greene Tenant

Ellis Act: I support option #3. Involuntary termination for any reason should implicate Ellis Act provisions, which
Mark Elliott Tenant

implies an end to no-just-cause tenancy termination. Local Ellis Act provisions should extend to Chapter 6 and
mandate a longer notice period such as 1 year for all tenants and, if redevelopment does not occur within a defined

[timeframe, identify penalties/sanctions that will discourage Ellis Act abuses. -

3 Ellis Act preferred option #3 : The City should adopt longer notice requirements for Ellis Act evictions and penalties if Daniel Bradford Tenant
conversion doesn’t occur.

3 Ellis Act preferred option #3. Glen Tenant

.

. . .-..
--.

3 Ellis Act: Renters Alliance supports option #3. -
—— Jay Newman Tenant

3 * . Benjamin TenantEllis Act — I support option #3.
Bryant

3 Ellis Act: I support option #3. Erik Kelley Tenant
Constance Tenant

Ellis Act preferred option #3. Meyer
3 Ellis Act: Prefer option #3. Involuntary termination for any reason should implicate Ellis Act provisions, which implies ennifer Jones Tenant

an end to no-just-cause tenancy termination. Local Ellis Act provisions should extend to Chapter 6 and mandate a
longer notice period and, if redevelopment does not occur within a defined timeframe, identify penalties/sanctions
that will discourage Ellis Act abuses.

Ellis Act: Option #3. Involuntary termination for any reason should implicate the Ellis Act provisions, which implies an Sandy Tenant

end to no-just-cause tenancy termination. Local Ellis Act provisions should extend to Chapter 6 and mandate a longer
notice period such as a one year notice for all tenants and, if redevelopment does not occur within a defined time

-

frame, identify penalties/sanctions that will discourage Ellis Act abuses.
3 R. C. Little Tenant

Session No. 1 (Aug. 15, 2018), Issue No. 3: Ellis Act Implications, Correct Option is #3. Implementing no policy change
(Option No. 1). The current population of Chapter 6 tenants has dwindled into near nonexistence. Those remaining
Chapter 6 tenants are likely to be among the most vulnerable population of renters in the City.

3 James Tenant

- Ellis Act preferred option #3. - Spottiswoode

3
t

Judy Horowitz ‘Tenant
— JElIisAct: Isupportthe RentersAlliance position—option#3. - -

3 I support #3 Karen Guerrieri Tenant
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ELLIS ACT IMPLICATIONS
COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option j Comments Name Tenant/HP
3 Mireille TenantElks Act: I support optIon #3.

Bertagna
3 We support #3. Involuntary termination for any reason should implicate Ellis Act provisions, which implies an end to Jess Bendixen Tenant

no-just-cause tenancy termination. Local Ellis Act provisions should extend to Chapter 6 and mandate a longer notice
period such as one year for all tenants and, if redevelopment does not occur within a defined timeframe, identify
penalties/sanctions that will discourage Ellis Act abuses.

3 No Comments Tenant

Ellis Act preferred option #3 — Beverly Hills should be comparable to other cities in this regard.
Tenant

Ellis Act: option #3.
3 No 3. I support this and Renters Alliance position. A one year notice to vacate and a double relocation fee should be Tom Thompson Tenant

required.

3 If a Just Cause Evictions Ordinance is Adopted for Chapter 6, Expand Ellis Act Provisions to Apply to Chapter 6 Tenants. Tenant
I support this option.

No Policy Choice
I am very torn on the Ellis Act legislation. I have seen it being improperly used in the City of Los Angeles. They city is
aware of the improper use and they have not really done anything to punish the landlords who have done so.
Unfortunately, in the city of Beverly Hills, even code enforcement does not do much to ensure that Landlords are not
taking their units off the market and placing them on Airbnb. I myself have called about a neighbor who has been
doing so, and the landlord is still renting his duplex on Airbnb for the past several months. These needs to be a better

way for this to be controlled and regulated.

Ellis Act. _HR&A’s portrayal that “there is legislation currently under consideration ... that would augment
restrictions” under the Ellis Act is misleading. Assembly Bill 2364 that had been proposed by Socialist Democrat,
Richard Bloom (Santa Monica), failed in committee. California is the only state in the country that attempts to impose
restrictions on exiting or going out of a business. Don’t place any further restrictions in Beverly Hills. HR&A further
offer that the Ellis Act “is increasingly being used by real estate speculators in strong real estate markets” with no basis
of fact in a ‘move” purely meant to support its pro-tenant agenda. But, what is true is that as rent control laws are
imposed or made stricter, there are fewer rental housing units that are available as owners merely exit the business
rather than operate at a loss, Imagine if Beverly Hills imposed “Insurance Control” and put price controls on the cost of
insurance - no insurance companies would sell policies within the City.

Comments I Concerns I Suggestions: We suggest that the Ellis act be 100% eliminated from the books - if a vote from
all Beverly Hills landlords is required to kill the Ellis act then please allow us to vote online directly to ensure 100%
landlord participation I
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ELLIS ACT IMPLICATIONS
COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option Comments j Name Tenant/HP
Steve Mayer, the most important problem for tenants is having to relocate and so the proposal should be for any Ellis Steve Mayer HP
Act eviction, it should not be approved until the developer receives all approvals. There’s no reason to have vacant
units not being utilized and if they don’t get their approvals, then all of a sudden you’ve taken units off the market
which can’t be replaced. Secondly the Ellis Act should be, eviction, should all be twelve months as opposed to the
ninety or one hundred twenty days which the, the minimum, California law requires. Thank you.

My name is Earl Goldstein. I would say first that with initiation of rent control that we definitely should add all the Earl Goldstein Tenant
protection to the Ellis Act for Beverly Hills residents because history has shown, and will probably continue to show,
that the more rent control there is the more the housing units shrink, one way or another. Along the same lines, the
last meeting on August 7th, one of the things that was discussed was that the almost twenty year average two percent
increase, which included the rise of seven percent and the nine and a half percent during the great recession. That
really reinforces how a free market has a flexibility regulation does not have. I’m going a little bit far afield on this. I
was curious and not judging, why does a city like Cambridge do away with rent control? The more I read about it, the
more I found that there were some good reasons and some bad reasons, and there were some good results and some
bad results. But this morning I called, I went to their city website and they have such a robust renter program, renter
assistance program, now, and I don’t know much about it, but I got the names of the chairman of it. I think it’s
something that our city should explore further, in that, they provide up to seventy percent rental assistance for
people, families earning between sixty and ninety up to one hundred twenty thousand dollars a year. So I told them
who I was and why I was calling and I wasn’t able to get through to the chairman, which didn’t surprise me. It’s not the
same as Beverly Hills, it’s a different size city. As far as it being a progressive city, I think all of us would agree that
Cambridge is as progressive a city as there is in the United States. I think that the Ellis Act, the stronger it is, the less
housing units will be taken out of Beverly Hills.

There’s been talk about Cambridge, Massachusetts, having a eliminated rent control, and in fact that’s come up HP
several times. Cambridge has no rent control, it was eliminated in 1997 by the vote of the state of Massachusetts, not
the legislature. It was an act of the state of Massachusetts. So they have no rent control, I don’t know... now, and what
happened was during the vote, over sixty percent of the people in Massachusetts, in Cambridge and Brookline and
surrounding communities who had rent control, over sixty percent of voted to retain the rent control. But it was
eliminated by a vote of the state. The mistake that people make is saying, “well let’s talk about those cities that
eliminated rent control.” But Cambridge, Massachusetts, is not one of them.

1 All properties, regardless of size or units, should be regulated by the city through the rent stabilization board; no Lisa Plocher tTenant
exceptions.
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Summary Comments on Habitability Standards:

Public comments that oppose any changes to the current habitability standards state that:

• Any imposition of standard time frames for work, like those in West Hollywood, do not make practical sense and would be
unfeasible under the current maximum allowable rent increases structure;

• Creating additional requirements are disruptive to housing providers and creates problems with the landlord/tenant
relationship.

Public comments in support of policy changes for habitability include:

• A self-certification inspection program. Both housing providers and tenants agreed;
• An inspection program, however only if the maximum allowable rent increase returned to 10%;
• Inspections by a property inspector, not a code enforcement officer;
• A rent board to address habitability issues;
• Standards similar to those of West Hollywood;
• The requirement that housing providers should make regular repairs;
• Rent reductions for substandard units until the owners make the necessary repairs; properties should require a final

inspection;
• Regular inspections to identify repairs before they become substandard conditions;
• A provision to address mold issues.



HABITABILITY STANDARDS
COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option I Comments Name I Tenant/HP
No Policy Change
1 TNo comments
1 No Policy Change

Establish a Self-Certification Process
2 think No. 2 is the most efficient and cost effective. I support No. 2.
2 We strongly prefer option #2” where us landlords get the opportunity to conduct our own “habitability inspections’ on our own time & dime at our

properties and report our findings on an annual basis through the rent registration process.

Establish a Habitability Proactive Inspection Program
3 Given owners - must have an inspection of unit
3 Expand habitability standards only if rental increase cap can be brought back to a reasonable level. Capping increases at 3% while requiring landlords

financially and result in deferred maintenance. Split costs equally between tenants and landlords.

3 It is important to establish a mediation board in whatever policy is chosen

3 These are all good #2-6. #3-5 most important and fair. That way the City knows landlords are doing things right. Steven Heller Tenant

Establish a Habitability Proactive_Inspection Program.
Steve Mayer again, speaking on behalf of Robert Block, who had to leave. Robert’s a resident manager here in Beverly Hills. He also manages fifteen
properties in Los Angeles and Beverly Hills. If we could go back to the previous slide, the slide of the options. He is in favor of #3, the establishment of a
habitability program. From his own personal experience, he believes that it is most effective from his own experience in Los Angeles. He also believes there
should be boots on the ground, as opposed to a complaints-based process. Finally, the cost of the program should be split equally between tenants and
landlords. It would probably in the range of ten dollars a month. Thank you.

Expand Habitability Standards Similar to West Hollywood
4 Yes to West Hollywood! Scheduled repairs, carpet, paint, windows, appliances.
4 It is important to establish a mediation board in whatever policy is chosen

4 — Issue #4 Habitability Standards-No Policy Change
4 These are all good #2-6. #3-5 most important and fair. That way the City knows landlords are doing things right.
4 Expand the Habitability Standards similar to West Hollywood.
4

Habitability Standards preferred option #4: The City should model its policy after the one used by the City of West Hollywood.
Establish a Reduction in Rent Tied to Habitability
5 As a former general contractor this seems the only fair option.
5 Given owners - must have an inspection of unit
5 Let’s to West Hollywood! Scheduled repairs, carpet, paint, windows, appliances.
5 It is important to establish a mediation board in whatever policy is chosen

S These are all good #2-6. #3-5 most important and fair. That way the City knows landlords are doing things right.

S Establish a Reduction in Rent to Habitability Violations.
Create a Mediation Board

Will Rack Tenant
Tenant

3

3

6

6
6

Will Rack - Tenant
Steve Mayer HP

Steven Heller Tenant

Will Rack Tenant
Daniel Bradford Tenant

jSteven Heller Steven Heller

Twill Rack tenant

It is important to establish a mediation board in whatever policy is chosen
Create a Mediation Board.
Habitability Standards preferred option # 6
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3,4,5, & 6

3,4,5, & 6

3,4,5, & 6
3,4,5,6
3,4,5,6

3, 4, 5,6

Mireille Tenant

Bertagna

Jess Bendixen Tenant

Tenant

HABITABILITY STANDARDS
COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option j Comments Name I Tenant/HP
3, 4, 5, & 6 Session No. 1 (Aug. 15, 2018), Issue No. 4: Habitability Standards, Correct Options are Nos. 3, 4, 5, and 6. Option No. 1 (no policy change) is as meaningless as Tenant

Option No. 2 (self-certification). Habitability is a fundamental part of housing, and the policy of no-cause evictions has gone hand-in-hand with extended
deferred maintenance that is beneath habitability standards. My family’s’ duplex was built around the late-1920s, early 19305, and due to existing policies, it
suffers from several code violations involving improper electricity wiring, windows and door issues, lead, mold, and paint issues, all of which have escaped R. C. Little
examination by the City for decades due to its current approaches to habitability policies. Existing policies must change. Environmental hazards that were
previously unknown to the residents and lawmakers of 40 and 50 years ago, e.g., toxic mold, generally escape scrutiny in the existing system. It must be
changed.

3,4, 5, & 6
James Tenant

Habitability Standards preferred option #: 3,4,5,6 Spottiswoode
3,4,5, & 6 . .. . . Judy Horowitz TenantHabitability: I support the Renters Alliance options 3, 4, 5, and 6

Habitability Standards: I support options #3, #4, #5 and #6 (in concert)

We support #3/#4/#5/#6.

#3/4/5/6
Habitability standards: options #3, #4, #5 and #6
#3, 4, 5, 6. I support these options and Renters Alliance position. Interior and Exterior should be maintained at least in as good a condition as the tenant Tom Thompson Tenant
agreed to pay for (not deteriorated).

Habitability standards: I support options #3, #4, #5 and #6 (in concert). Beverly Hills should create a new and elevated habitability standard for unit interiors
Mark Elliot Tenant

and conduct systematic housing habitability inspections under the authority of the Rent Stabilization Program. Failure to meet that standard should lead to a
process by which a tenant can ask for a rent reduction; as well as obligate the landlord to abide by a defined replacement schedule for interior fixtures and
furnishings. We also support a board to adjudicate habitability disputes and/or make policy recommendations.

3, 4, 5, & 6 Lynda Goar Tenant
Re: Habitability. We need to decide on new standards of habitability. From the look of some of the buildings in my area of Beverly Hills, we really need this
both for the look of our City as well as the tenants comfort and safety. The outside of the properties should have more strict standards of maintenance as well
as inside of the units. Councilman Mirisch had an interesting idea about some of the buildings in the City possibly qualifying as landmarks. I don’t know that
much about this, but think it has good possibilities, because as I look around, there are some beautiful duplexes as well as distinctive larger buildings that are
beautiful examples of the era when Beverly Hills was being established as an independent City, and should be preserved. I recommend Options 3 through 6, a
routinized inspection program, a mandatory replacement schedule, reduction in rent to habitability violations, and a landlord-tenant mediation board.

No Policy Choice
Has to be adjudicated in a rent board for representation of both sides. Should be a combination of state and specific for BH standards, should be self-
reporting verified by tenants annually. It should be followed up with inspections by property inspectors. Not Code enforcement.

30 year ChapterS- no maintenance. BH has no habitability standards now as to interior - carpets, floors, appliances. I had paid my landlord to put new
carpeting 25 years ago. He paid upfront and I had a rental increase amortized over 5 years, I need new carpeting now I am told that will be done when I movel
I had my place painted twice on my own. My landlord gave me a used stove The top enamel was chipped and it is hard to clean. The pilot light goes out
frequently. I needed a fridge. My landlady gave me a used one from another tenant. My AC broke. I had 1200 but. My landlady replaced it with 600 but which
is not sufficient for the room size, Habitability standards must be enforcedl We are afraid to complain.

We need a separate department by itself for this matter. It should be checked every year to make sure everything is in good condition for living. And the
landlords are maintaining the building and unit in the proper manner.
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HABITABILITY STANDARDS
COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option I Comments jName I Tenant/HP
1. Every 2 year inspections 2. Replacement of carpet if needed 3. Rent reduction until landlord makes improvements and no rent increase 4. Code
enforcement making visits now to examine exterior of buildings to enforce code violations at present time S. Send out questionnaire to all tenants asking
them to identify maintenance issues. Concern: landlords who have made no standard improvements for years, now complain of high costs when pipes burst,
roof leaks, heating goes Out, by net performing routine maintenance they end up facing higher repair costs & inability to afford repairs. Prevention costs less!

Going back to my original statement in #1. When I was practicing Landlord Tenant Law, I had several clients who were tenants in the city of Beverly Hills. They
were specifically living at a building on Crescent that was being managed by the Roberts Company. This building had a severe mold issue, to which the city did
not do much to help the tenants or ensure that Roberts Company was held responsible for their negligence and failure to maintain the property in good
condition. I myself, when I was renting in Beverly Hills, had similar issues with Roberts Company, at their property located on Clifton. It was not until I call the
City of LA Building and Safety, did something get accomplished. I believe Beverly Hills could do better in this area. Code enforcement is so great making sure
that our grass is clean and cut, however they do not do enough to ensure the safety of Tenants in the city. In my experience, the city could do so much more

hand so much better.

Habitability Standards. When considering habitability standards, consider applying them to your own single-family homes. After all, “what’s good for the
goose is good for the gander” isn’t it? Honestly, how many of you, for example, have replaced linoleum or repainted the outside of your homes every seven
years, for example? It is not necessary to replace flooring or paint or any item for that matter based upon specified intervals. There are different quality
flooring and different quality paint jobs. Depending on the quality, they have different useful lives.

-.-

I’ve come across, in my career as a real estate agent selling apartment buildings, habitability issues that have been caused by tenants that have lived in the
building for 15 years or more and are hoarders. What is the City going to do about enforcing those kinds of problems?

I think it should be a combination between self-reporting but also routine inspections. Enforcement is the number one thing that would give this ordinance Alma Ordaz
some really good teeth. We also have to be reasonable. There are some repairs that some tenants may not want. My O’Keefe oven that was over 100 years

old, I was going to hurt my landlord if he took it away from me. I think it has to be a combination of things where it’s self-reporting and the city can keep a
copy of them and whatever agency is handling this can keep it and routine inspections.

manage 2 apartment buildings for an apartment owner in Beverly Hills since 2014, but I saw that the emergency ordinance was enacted in January 2017. We PM
took good measure that we were keeping up the landscaping and re-carpeting the units and maintaining the interior of the units but the financial impact of
that change from 10% to 3% caused the budgeting to go into a tailspin. I attended these meetings and got discouraged and didn’t come back, because I didn’t
see any change being made that would be positive. I’m a tenant as well as a representative of the landlord so I’m sympathetic to both sides. But I think if
Beverly Hills requires the same standards as West Hollywood replacing things every 7 years and repainting every 4 years, it would impose such a huge
financial burden on the landlords at the same time that they’ve reduced their income substantially. I work for an owner that is conscientious and wants to
take care of his building, but when the income flattens as the 3% does there isn’t enough palatable to make the improvements. I’m strongly opposed to that.

This is something we went over ad nauseam in the other facilitated sessions and the landlords stance was essentially that we were definitely open to an James Killian HP
expanded habitability program but it would have to be cognizant and in line with a certain rental increase percentage. I also own property in West Hollywood
and even though they have these specific guidelines, if in fact you go and say you painted your building several years ago and maybe you’re on year 9, you’re
not required to paint the building as long as it’s still in good condition. Which is why it’s still important to have an establishment of some sort of mediation
board. As far as policies go, #1 and #6 and in the event that there is a rental increase change it’s certainly something we can expand upon from a habitability
standpoint.
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HABITABILITY STANDARDS
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Policy Option I Comments Name I Tenant/HP
I’ve rented for 15 years. When I moved into the unit I was told the landlord would never raise the rent but the landlord would never make improvements and Joan Gordon Tenant
that was fine with me because then I would have low rent. It has been 15 years and my carpet was already 10-15 years old when I moved in. My gas was
turned off because my neighbor was smelling gas. That was about 6 months ago and I was told it would take a month or so to get the new wall unit, so now I
don’t need heat right now but I still don’t have a replacement heater. There are some landlords that historically don’t keep up or maintain the building. My
landlord who owns the buildings, she inherited them from her father so then you have 2 types of owners. The owners who have owned the building for 40
years and have no mortgage and the newer owners who are perhaps struggling with higher mortgages. I think that’s a factor we have to keep in mind. If you
own the building and have no mortgage, it’s very different from someone struggling. I would just like to see standards. I’ve been afraid. When I called 10 years
ago or so about chipped paint, I was told by Nestor and he said watch out because you’re month to month and you run the risk of getting evicted. They knew
my landlord, they knew the lack of upkeep of the building. The rent stabilization department just took a look at the building and suggested that the building
could use some painting. Without any protection for no cause evictions I’ve been scared to complain. I don’t want to have to move.

Tenants came together last summer and then came back together to discuss current issues. I think we could all backup habitability standards that require Mark Elliot Tenant
landlords that don’t keep up the property because even if there are a minority of landlords that aren’t keeping up the property it needs to be addressed. For
anyone interested today I posted about how to contract your own carpet cleaner if your landlord won’t replace your carpet. Its tips and tricks to avoid being
taken by your carpet cleaner. We support a mandatory replacement schedule. I think we also support a mandatory inspection program. It could be a 4-5 year
cycle or random, rotating around as needed, but some kind of mandatory inspection program. I think we could support a self-certification program as long as
we don’t have landlords coming in to do an inspection. But if it’s a professional inspector hired by the landlord that might be acceptable, pending working out
the details. I think disputes could be mediated or monitored by a board. I think one of the virtues of having a mandatory replacement schedule is we can go
by the IRS for fixtures or appliances. Our own ordinances have a specified schedule for replacement of furnishings or other upgrades that landlords can do
and then come back to the city if it’s impaired their bottom line. Those schedules might be good for looking at what our replacement schedule could be for
interior paint, other kinds of fixtures and appliances. Then a mediation board of some kind could look at when a tenant comes forward and says that their
stove is too old. The presumption is that the tenant if the stove is in fact past its replacement schedule and the presumption for the landlord is the stove has
not yet come up to its replacement schedule. We could mix and match some of these policy options. I could not support No Policy Change. I think we have to
take away these responsibilities from Code Enforcement. Code enforcement has duties that they are trained to do but they are not housing inspectors. If
there’s any complaint I have coming from a tenant it’s that often it’s related to habitability and often it’s related to Code Enforcement. Sometimes the tenants
aren’t aware that the state has these very low standards. If we’re talking about making some changes, I think that Option #1 is not a good option. We have to
move this over to some kind of trained housing inspector.

I want to echo a little bit of what Jimmy Killian says. I want to echo that because I know his sister, I know his parents and I know his grandparents and I Charles Moffltt Tenant
remember when he was born. We pretty much agreed in the other facilitated dialogue that the interests of good landlords and good tenants was very
consistent, one way or the other. To give you a kind of example, it’s contemporaneous with me, of issues we run into, habitability issues that require some
kind of decision that the city’s not going to make. I had a bathtub that overflowed and the landlord, this is just last week, sent someone out to do a rotor-
rooter on it and it really didn’t work. The next day my wife and I took showers and the tub didn’t drain for well over an hour. Well that’s really unsatisfactory,
but it’s not covered by any habitability standard. By the way, the City of Beverly Hills has thirty-seven habitability standards on the list that you provided,
Helen, that are not within the Beverly Hills codes. That is State of California codes. Now if I had a problem landlord, and I don’t at this point in time, and he
said, “Well, it drains. Takes an hour but it drains. I’m not going to do anything about it. “I would probably go to the mediation board and say “look I’ve got
these issues. They’re not big issues; they’re not covered by the state or city habitability standards but could you help me resolve it with this guy. Sure enough I
think that if Jimmy went out and looked at that and said, “No, it’s not draining very well.” You’d be in my corner. Thank you. (In response to Helen’s comment
about the 37 habitability complaints reported by Code Enforcement) Do you have an appendix there? Ok, if you look at the blanks in the Beverly Hills column.
The number in the left hand column; there’s sixty-five habitability standards. In the right hand column, they’re thirty-seven of those standards which are blank
for Beverly Hills. I didn’t mean that critically. What I meant to say was, and I think this is something that we agree with the landlords on, is that there are some
things that we can do, working together, to tighten those habitability standards.
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HABITABIUW STANDARDS
COMMENTS, CONCERNS & SUGGESTIONS

Policy Option I Comments I Name I Tenant/HP
Hi, Audrey Linden. Well, could be because I’m a chapters tenant and I’ve lived there an awfully long time, but nothing gets done in my unit. The carpeting Audrey Linden Tenant
that moved in to was rolling over itself and we looked it up and we went to the city and they said that’s dangerous. I had it stretched twice, and so they said
your landlord has to replace and he was happy to do it but his wife was the accountant and she found some loophole and said, “No, you pay for it and we’ll
amortize it over five years.” But that was twenty-five years ago and so I have really old carpeting. When my stove wasn’t working and somebody moved out,
she got me a used stove that the whole top is chipped. And another tenant, when they moved out I got their refrigerator, and so nothing gets done in my unit.
I had a paint it myself, and I had linoleum put in myself. So I’m kind of hedging between what the City of West Hollywood does, but if it looks good and it’s still
in good condition then you don’t need to replace it. So it isn’t every four years and every seven years but we will come and look at it. If it looks good we’ll
leave it alone; if it doesn’t look good, yeah, then something needs to be done. Definitely not complaint-based, because I too, I’ve called Nestor. “Yeah, you can
do that Audrey but any time you’re a day late with your rent then she has just-cause eviction.” To the gentleman, “you know you’re protected because if they
retaliate you send an email. But I’ve lived there so long that what if I’m a day or so late with my rent, well, it won’t be called retaliation. It will be you’re late
with your rent. My dad was a landlord; he never had to do any of this because my dad felt, “I have good tenants. I want to keep them and I value my property.
So if I take care of my property and these people move out, I will have less to do when the next ones move in. I want to keep my property up.” I like his
philosophy.

Hi my name is Gwen and I’m a thirty-five year resident of Beverly Hills. I just want to kind of say some things to what people have stated and that is, yes, there Gwen Tenant
are good and bad landlords. Some landlords take pride in their property, and they maintain it and they’re constantly doing repairs. I happen to live on a block,
most of the units are from the 1930’s. They’re incredibly beautiful, love the architectural style of the old Spanish-style stuccos. They’re generationally passed
down, and they’re not being maintained. To reiterate what the lady said, most of the tenants are afraid to complain. I have a list of complaints. I won’t
mention any names. One person didn’t have hot water for a week. Had to heat the water up every day. The electricity is unstable, it flickers all the time. One
person has a brain tumor, spoke to his wife today. it is terminal. He is going to die. He didn’t have heat. We’re in the middle of a heat wave now so it’s a moot
point, at this point, but at the beginning of the year he didn’t have heat when it was a little cool, and I let him use my space heater. The cabinetry in most of
the apartments need to be redone. They’re beautiful hardwood floors that of course have been wearing over a period of time but if you appreciate the
building, you’re going to maintain those floors. They’re just not being done. And I agree with, there should be an inspection. The tenants are not going to
complain, they’re not. They know me because they see me walking up and down the Street with my dog and they’ll happen to mention something. The other
thing is when we wanted to register all the units, I think there was a huge response. I asked some of my friends here, if that was a good response, and they
said yes. I think it might be a good idea, since tenants are not complaining, is to maybe send out a letter just focusing on... do you feel that you have problems
in your unit? There has to be a way of dealing with the Habitability Standards because tenants are not complaining, but they’re living sub-standard and paying
more money for rent.

Thank you, my name is Richard, I also participated with the last discussion that we had last summer. I think in this situation here, and if my memory is correct, Richard Tenant
we kind of tabled this discussion further back in the group conversation because, I think, we had all agreed very clearly that we needed to have some
standards put in place. I remember having conversations with some of the landlords that were in there, It really boiled down to having an enforcement that
was really to help solve this issue. Clearly we have old stock in this city. I lived in a building that had massive roof problems and roof leaks that deteriorated
from the top floor and just trickled its way all the way down. It took about fifteen years and nearly two units, including mine, ceilings’ collapsed in the main
bedroom.., for that issue to be resolved. But what I think I’m also hearing in here to be fair is there is a cost to implement this policy and there’s a cost to the
owners to slowly bring these issues up to par. I would definitely agree that Option #1 is not an option. I think what we need to do here is also ask James and
some of the folks here, “What does it cost you to abide by the habitability standards that are in your city? How often do you really repaint your units?” I’m not
saying opening up your books, but I’m just saying what really happens on the ground day-to-day, year in year out. I think we can have a thoughtful,
meaningful discussion that will lead to a solution. I don’t believe that we can sit here and carve out an item. We can look at other cities, but I think that we
also have to evaluate the stock that we have. Find out where the bad situations are and how to alleviate that stress over a timeframe.
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I’ll be very quick. Where were talking about thoughtful and meaningful, I want to thank that three of the most thoughtful and meaningful landlords that were Mark Elliot Tenant
on the other side of the table last summer are here tonight, John, Earl, and Jimmy. They were very constructive then and I appreciate that they’re even here
tonight. I want to follow up on something John said and I’ll be very brief. He mentioned you can tell something about the inside of the building from the way
the outside is maintained. I think that’s true if there’s any thumbnail indication of how an owner cares for his property, it’s how it looks from the curb. But I
can tell you, and this is why I don’t support Option #1, how difficult it is to get a landlord to make a change if that landlord is inclined not to maintain his
property. Complaint after complaint for a property at 2005 Reeves, I can tell you its very challenging, months to get that landlord to make a change. And
that’s filing complaints. That’s where the city system is failing tenants and you can imagine why his tenants wouldn’t even want to complain. I’m just talking
about the exterior. A real challenge.

I’m Ramin Zar, I’m one of the seven tenants also from the committee last year. I’m one of the advocators from 2010, that the city knows me personally, that Ramin Zar Tenant
I’ve been advocating for the tenants. Unfortunately 2010 some landlords came to the city by assuming that they can because of the ten percent they can
make money, they can double their money in seven years. As far as I know, I have seen over a hundred people that have been evacuated, uh evicted, by no
cause eviction. I have been involved with them. I have seen them, I have brought them to the city. The city knows about them. It’s much more than this that
we’ve been going through. I know that there are good landlords. I have seen a few of them. One of them is Jimmy my friend, which I love them and I know
that they are taking care of the buildings the way that they said, and I love you, Doctor. But unfortunately, we had some bad apples that because of them,
when we... the city approached them, and they said we were causing that. You are doing ten percent and you’re not doing anything, habitability. You’re not
doing anything. People are coming to you. You are not fixing anything. There is no air conditioning. Eighty year old woman has no air conditioning for ten
months. There is no hot water, trash is in the... So there is a lot of problems that we had and when the city comes to them and they ask them, “do you need
that ten percent?” Unfortunately, or fortunately, at that time, many of the landlords say, “no, we never raise ten percent. Neverl” And this is documented, so
because of that they came to this three percent. They did a very good job and lam grateful to our Lili Bosse, Cathy, Nancy, John and Dr., our dear mayor right
now, so that they take this action. They went through it and now we have a great council of people that are sitting right now. We just want to make sure that

•this goes through. Please make sure that, both sides, on both sides, everything goes ok. Just, I don’t think that the ten percent is going to do anything, that,
but, if you maintain the place. The people that had houses and buildings that they bought at that time, if they maintained it. Everything that you, even if you
buy a car, that you are using it for ten years, you maintain it good. Then you don’t have expenses. But if you don’t care it’s “ahh, don’t worry about it. I don’t
need to do a tune up, I don’t need an oil change.” In a couple of years, it’s going to give you damages, it’s going to cost you more, and that’s where you, right
now, the three percent is not for you, is not enough for you. I’m so sorry, thank you.

I am Bob Hakimfar, I want to really cheer you up. I am talking about the ninety year old tenant, that she pays $100 a month. According to the City of Beverly Bob Hakimfar HP
Hills records, this is 2017 records, the tenant has broken four times the garage door and the city inspector has been there and I have repaired the door for
four times in 2017. She has complained fourteen times about faucets, about the plumbing. Eighteen times about the lighting, that one light is burned, and
immediately the city inspector calls me and tells me, “go and replace the light bulb.” She has called three times to the City, that she is unable to open the

‘faucet. The faucet is not soft, it’s not good enough for her. She has called twice and I have been presented there with the city inspector and she said that the
water is too hot and the other time she said that the water.... I want to tell you, what type of tenants exist also in city of Beverly Hills. You are claiming about
the landlords, let me tell you also on the other side. You have to listen. There are these type of people. The last thing, she has called me at twelve o’clock at
night, that she has seen a rat in the alley. After that she has called the city and she has said after me at night, the faucet makes noise. I told the inspector that,
“let’s go together to her apartment, after midnight.”
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Number one I would like to thank the city has been working so hard last year. Coming to your lecture every time, and fm so happy that you’ve done it again HP
this year. So for the experience of last year to now, there is a lot of changes in my opinion should be done. I’m not complaining about the rent raise because
there are some tenants who, I sympathize, I didn’t raise for two and a half years, nothing. And after that, one person, and they complain. Two persons, they
complain and I never made ten percent, eight percent, even five percent. So I don’t mind, that is good. But you put the standard habilitation in the building
inside. That is absolutely correct and I agree with you but what about the standard of living of the supposing MD, right, a doctor, that lives like a homeless,
exactly like homeless.., pans and pots in the kitchen with the flies all over? There is no standard for the tenants? I think it should be both sides and since only
one thing, since you have brought the relocation fee, I didn’t complain I have had tenant for twenty-eight years, for twenty-six years, twenty-seven years. I’ve
had only four evictions, but the last couple of years, three evictions. Because all of them they won’t change their attitude and behavior and they want to do
something on purpose to get the relocation fee. The relocation fee it hurts the landlord, in my opinion. I think something should be done to be fair to the
tenant, obviously, and at the same time to the landlord. Thank you for your time and everybody else.

Enact a mandatory fixtures and appliances replacement schedule in accord with IRS Depreciation Schedules. Enforce rent reduction for ongoing uncorrected Ruth Greene Tenant
habitability standards violations.
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