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Objection to Modification of Rent Stabilization Ordinance, Wednesday 
February 27, 2019 Agenda Item # 7; Council File # 14-0268-S15.

Re:

Honorable Chair Cedillo and Councilmembers Krekorian and Marqueece Harris-Dawson:

On behalf of Livable LA and the AIDS Healthcare Foundation we object to the 
proposed modification of Los Angeles’ Rent Stabilization Ordinance section 151.28C. 
This is not a time to consider exemptions to rent stabilization protections, especially in 
the midst of a crisis of displacement and homelessness. The City should be working to 
strengthen and expand rent control/stabilization- not weaken it and reward developers for 
tearing down the precious few RSO units that currently exist.

The motion that was presented would authorize applicants to apply for a hardship 
exemption within a specified time limit, provided the multi-family housing project meets 
the following criteria:

(a) Received discretionary entitlements before June 4, 2017, the effective date of
Ordinance No. 184873; and
(b) At least 15 percent of the total units are restricted for affordable Very Low
Income households.

A. The Proposed Exemption is Overly Broad in Applying to Previously 
Submitted Projects.

This proposal is very problematic because the proposed exemption allows 
exemption requests for any project approved before June 4, 2017. This wording implies
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the exemption ordinance can be written to go back in time beyond just projects that are 
currently in the application pipeline.

The proposed exemption should be tightened up to apply only to those projects for 
which applications were pending at the time of the possible enactment. Therefore, rather 
than a definition of applying to discretionary entitlement received "before June 4, 2017", 
the modification should only apply to discretionary entitlements for which applications 
were pending at the time of the effective date of the change.

B. The Proof of Hardship Requirements in the Proposed Exemption 
Are Too Lax.

The proposed exemption seems to allow a "hardship exemption" without requiring 
providing proof of financial hardship. There should be a requirement of proof of 
financial hardship by requiring attachment of the Project's pro forma to establish real 
financial hardship. To qualify for a hardship, developers must provide "open book" 
documents for arms-length review based on substantial evidence rather than mere 
unfounded assertions of hardship.

“Hardship” should be defined in specific terms such as a making a project fall 
below a defined rate of return such as 11% within a set amount of time such as 5 years 
based upon the pro formas submitted by the applicant. Alternatively, hardship might 
mean an applicant is unable to get a construction loan due to inadequate rental income, 
but such an inability should be shown with documentary evidence.

The idea of "hardship" has been used in other City ordinances so the same type of 
standard form or corroborating back-up materials as used in those contexts should also be 
applied here. For example, Los Angeles Municipal Code section 11.2.08.a.2.A related to 
administrative citations states “written proof of financial hardship, which shall be in the 
form of a declaration signed by the Responsible Person under penalty of peijury, shall be 
filed with the City Attorney.” Similar strict hardship proof requirements should be 
included in the proposed ordinance.

Conclusion.

The Proposed Exemption ordinance should be denied altogether because it erodes 
protections from the City’s existing affordable, rent stabilized housing stock. If it is to be 
considered further, its requirements must be tightened up to apply to only current or 
future project approvals, and to require documented evidence of hardship that meets a 
defined and specific meaning of financial hardship.
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Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Douglas P. Carstens
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