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A massive earthquake in the city of Los Angeles would have tremendous ripple effects far 
beyond our city limits. I applaud the city for taking proactive measures to guard our housing 
stock and our people against the disastrous impact that an earthquake would have. As they 
say, an ounce of prevention is worth a pound of cure. However, as a rent-burdened tenant in the 
city of Los Angeles, I am wondering why current proposals for this retrofit have the financial 
burden being placed on tenants and their landlords. We, a small minority, are being asked to 
pay for the ounce that will undoubtedly save the city, the state, and the federal government a 
very big pound in the event of a massive earthquake, not to mention the potential billion-dollar 
savings to the insurance companies that hold a stake in this discussion. It seems that in the 
haste to finalize this retrofit plan, many stones, in the form of grants and subsidies, are still left 
unturned. I am aware that Bill AB 428 that offers landlords a 30% tax break on retrofits, just 
passed the state senate and could soon become law. If tenants are currently being asked to foot 
50% of the cost of the retrofit, how then, will this tax break be passed on to them? And how do 
you plan to ensure that all future incentives and cost-savings, such as lowered insurance 
premiums, will then have its pro-rata share passed onto tenants?

I understand that the city’s current Rehabilitation Program allows for a more significant 
pass-through for this type of work but this begs the question of whether the existence of this 
program even makes sense in LA’s current socio-economic conditions.

I humbly ask this committee the following:

1. Please revisit the question of whether it is fair and makes sense to hold tenants 
responsible for such a large portion of this retrofit at a time when we are so severely 
burdened with rising rents

2. Please ask that the mayor further identify and request state and federal assistance in the 
mitigation of a risk for which these agencies would also be financially liable, in order to 
alleviate the burden to property owners.

3. That whatever costs are passed on to tenants be amortized for as long a period as 
possible in the form of a TEMPORARY SURCHARGE not included in base rent 
calculations. With current vacancy decontrol laws and HCID's current statistics of an 
average 5 year turnover rate for RSO units, landlords can effectively re-rent units “at 
market rate” every 5 years, thereby freely recouping costs

4. That interest not be part of the calculation for pass-through costs and that instead the 
city work with lenders to provide landlords with publicly subsidized/ interest-free loan 
options.



5. That a cumulative yearly cap be placed on the total of pass-throughs and rent increases 
under all of the existing programs (rehabilitation, capital improvements, and primary 
renovation) for any and all improvements. In today’s real estate market, properties are 
being bought and sold at a high rate and there is significant incentive for new property 
owners with deeper pockets to renovate properties in order to command higher rents.
The ability to recoup this investment under all of these existing programs, by stacking the 
programs, creates a terrible burden to renters that could force many out of their homes.

Los Angeles is a creative city. I think we can be a little more creative in our proposals for 
addressing the retrofit problem. Thank you


