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Dear Councilmembers,  
 
 
I am writing to urge you to vote No on Council File 10-0613, being considered in your committee 
on May 5.  For many years, the City has enacted aggressively pro-tenant laws, which I have 
generally supported.  This motion, however, is, rather than pro-tenant, aggressivley anti-
landlord, which in my neighborhood at least means it’s anti-young couple, anti-Mom & Pop and 
anti-small business.  The erroneous vision of the landlord of a greedy corporate monolith may 
make for good politics, but it doesn’t match any of the people I know who are struggling to pay 
the bills on duplexes and fourplexes in this tough economy. 
  
The motion is based on the faulty premise that the purpose of the annual rent increase is to 
account for increased operating expenses. That is one purpose – and a very important one.  But 
even if that were its only purpose, the increase is still necessary.  A drop in the Consumer Price 
Index does not equate to a drop in operating expenses. The building has operating expenses in 
good economies and bad. 
  
But in reality, the annual increase serves a much more crucial function, which is to make up for 
historically deficient rents that are well below market.  Where recent property owners have 
acquired an existing tenancy, or a long-time owner has previously declined to apply of the 
annual increase, the annual increase helps make up for losses on the unit.  
  
My husband and I worked and saved to buy a small 4-unit building in 2005.  We are not wealthy 
by any stretch of the imagination.  We sold the home we lived in previously because we could 
not afford both properties, and we live in one of our apartments.  Though it is smaller than our 
previous home, we felt it was worth it because it will help us to pay for our son’s education down 
the line.  Right now, however, our building is a huge money loser, and upside down on the 
mortgage.  We could not move if we wanted to.  
  
There is a differential of about $10,000 per year between the rents we receive and the mortgage 
we pay (which does not even begin to account for the costs of operation).  Our annual loss is 
primarily based on one unit where the tenant lived for many years without rent increases.  If his 
rent were at market, we would just break even.  We like our tenant very much; he is a good guy.  
But he is also a healthy, middle-aged man, who makes nearly three times my salary, yet my 
family subsidizes his rent at the rate of $10,000 per year.  It is not unreasonable to allow us to 
slowly, modestly decrease the amount of the subsidy.  The annual increase – small though it is 
– allows us to begin to pay a little less of his rent each year. 
  
I urge you to vote No on this motion and to leave the very sensible 3% floor in place.  
Alternately, it is urgent that you create an exception to help families like mine who are struggling 
to pay for rental properties.  An exception might be based on building size (the line is usually 
four units or less exempt).  Or the moratorium could not apply to units with rents below market 
(though, in reality, no one in the current economy would dare add a 3% increase to a market-
rate rent because their tenants would just move – it is a renter's market at the moment).  The 



exception could also be based on an anti-foreclosure theory, where any building (like ours) that 
is upside down on its mortgage is exempt.  Otherwise, this motion will bankrupt families and 
drive more small businesses from Los Angeles, leaving the true corporate landlords to take 
over. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
 
DJ Lyon 


