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February 1, 2023 

Dear Mayor Bosse and members of the City Council: 

I recommend that you eliminate BHMC 4-5-511 and 4-6-6(J) from the rent 
stabilization ordinance. Common sense dictates that units should be formally 
withdrawn from the rental market prior to repurposing a rental property for a use 
other than as a dwelling. Thus the Ellis Act, which was enacted for that purpose, 
should supersede any provision that would accomplish that same end through 
another means. 

Also BHMC sections 4-5-513 and 4-6-6(L), which locally implement the Ellis Act, 
offer greater protections to tenants in the event of no-fault eviction for demolition, 
conversion or redevelopment. As presented in the staff report, the 
demolition/conversion provision in sections 4-5-511 and 4-6-6(J) provide tenants 
with a shorter notice period (90 days versus the 120 days or 1 year under Ellis) 
and none of the civil remedies were a landlord to terminate tenancies in bad faith. 

Moreover maintaining two provisions with different protections creates 
unnecessary ambiguity. For example South Maple tenants presumed that Ellis 
protections applied in their circumstances (as did I). However the RSO office 
recently informed them that the demolition/conversion provision could offer the 
project applicant a more expedient means to terminate their tenancies – only 90 
days notice – without the right-of-return remedy. That will affect the tenants’ 
leverage in negotiations with the landlord. 

I was under the misunderstanding that Ellis would apply in this circumstance 
because I asked the RSO office exactly that question 18 months ago: When 
demolition is implicated, does the demolition/conversion provision or Ellis prevail? 
The response from the office suggested, but did not definitively say, that Ellis and 
related tenant protections would be authoritative over the demolition/conversion 
provision. 

Another example comes to mind. Recently four townhouses at the northeast 
corner of Charleville and Camden were renovated and converted from rent-
stabilized units into condominiums. Those tenants agreed to vacate voluntarily in 
exchange for a buyout. Now those ‘condominium’ units are back on the rental 
market – just as the same developer converted an adjacent property on South 
Rodeo into condominiums and then continued to rent them. 
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My point is that tenants evicted pursuant to the demolition/conversion provision 
would have had no right to return; but they could return if evicted pursuant to Ellis 
because the Act affords relatively better protection. 

If sections 4-5-511 and 4-6-6(J) are not simply eliminated then they could be 
amended to require only 90 days notice when demolition is necessary for health, 
safety and public welfare but eliminate the language concerning common-interest 
conversions and relocated structures. 

Tenant Protections 

The contrast between the demolition/conversion provision and the Ellis Act 
suggests a broader discussion about protections in the event of eviction for 
redevelopment. You touched on it in December but time was short and the issue 
was referred to the Rent Stabilization Commission. 

The decision to refer the issue to the commission was disappointing. Tenants 
need additional protections now and the commission is not fast-acting. Now we 
learn that the discussion was pulled from the commission’s February agenda 
because of a presumed conflict-of-interest. 

I disagree: tenant and landlord commissioners are appointed (and expected) to 
represent the interests of their respective constituents. A tenant commissioner has 
a vested interest in greater tenant protections. As do tenants. Where is the 
conflict? 

Instead this discussion really belongs at the Council dais and I hope you will soon 
revisit it. With that in mind I would like to offer four unsolicited suggestions for 
eviction-related tenant protections we need today…starting with a suggestion has 
some bearing on tonight’s agenda item. 

Suggestion #1: Require a minimum of one-year notice to rent-stabilized 
households in the event of any no-fault eviction.  This would apply to displacement 
for redevelopment, common-interest conversion, owner-occupancy or any no-fault 
eviction.  

Today’s multifamily property owners are much more likely to be an entity like an 
LLC, partnership or corporation rather than a named individual or a family trust as 
in decades past. These are not the proverbial 'mom-and-pop' stewards that 
preserved our characteristic multifamily areas. To incoming owners our rental 
housing is simply an asset class and redevelopment is a means to a greater return 
on investment. 
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However it is tenants who will pay the bill in uncertainty, anxiety, and of course 
higher rents -- or perhaps a next chapter outside of the city (as you heard from 
South Maple tenants in December). 

If the Council’s objective is to ease tenant anxiety then I suggest you allow tenants 
more time to prepare. One year is reasonable and it is the period of time required 
for protected tenants under the Ellis Act. 

Suggestion #2: Amend the Ellis Act sections to extend a tenant’s right of return to 
ten years (up from five years).  

The Ellis Act allows a property owner to withdraw all units from the rental market 
but establishes a remedy if the landlord evicts tenants in bad faith. The remedy is 
the tenant’s right-of-return and that entitlement varies depending on the time that 
elapses between termination and the return of the property to the rental market. 

The Ellis Act allows local agencies to enact additional restrictions precisely 
because Ellis has been abused in the past. I suggest one way to afford tenants 
greater protection – and greater leverage – is to extend the right-of-return to ten 
years at an inflation-adjusted rent. That is the spirit at least; it is unclear to me how 
Ellis applies in light of recent legislation from Sacramento. 

Suggestion #3: Provide tenants with a relocation fee that reflects the additional 
financial burden of more costly replacement housing. 

The problem is straightforward: Beverly Hills relocation fees are too low relative to 
asking rents in our rental housing market. Because money is a real source of 
anxiety for most tenants, and especially tenants who are about to be evicted, City 
Council can relieve a considerable part of the stress by helping tenants afford the 
higher cost of replacement housing.  

Today a 3-bedroom unit that can accommodate a household with two children will 
rent for nearly $5,000 in part due to scarce supply. Duplexes rent for $6,000 and 
up and for townhouses the sky is effectively the limit. A renovated townhouse at 
Camden and Charleville was recently listed at $15,000 per month. The last tenants 
at that property were paying about $2,500 monthly on average.  

Times have changed and so should the relocation fees. The Department of 
Housing and Urban Development calculates the required relocation fee by 
estimating the difference between the tenant’s current rent and the market rent for 
a comparable unit and multiplies that figure by 42 months. However Council 
chooses to determine the appropriate amount for a relocation fee, I suggest that 
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now is the time to discuss it. The Rent Stabilization Commission has already 
agreed upon a recommendation! 

Suggestion #4: Mandate disclosure of tenants’ rights before a tenant commits to a 
voluntary buyout.  

The comments from a North Oakhurst Drive at the December meeting suggested 
the need for full disclosure with respect to buyouts. If one household quickly 
accepts $25k to vacate voluntarily while another negotiates an amount closer to 
$250k, then that tenfold difference suggests a disparity in awareness among 
tenants about the value of a voluntary vacancy to the landlord. 

Without knowing our rights a tenant is likely to be sold a bill of goods by an 
experienced agent of the landlord. The South Maple tenants noted that the 
developer has hired a firm to negotiate these tenant agreements. How many 
tenants would feel equipped to negotiate a buyout with an industry professional? 

Here’s an example of how a little knowledge works in the tenant’s favor. A Beverly 
Hills real estate professional has negotiated a buyout well over $200k not only for 
himself but for his neighbor too. He understood the value of a rent-stabilized 
tenancy generally and more specifically the value to the landlord of two vacancies. 
Not all tenants will be experienced professionals but at least city hall can ensure 
we are informed about our rights.  

Now is the Time 

The South Maple tenants who spoke up in December represent only the first 
wave; many more projects are queued up for city review. Indeed the pace of 
multifamily sales in the city has picked up. Last year alone between 50 and 70 
rental properties changed hands. We will continue to see that investment when 
thought-leaders call multifamily housing a strong investment and industry 
associations report robust margins and few vacancies despite the pandemic. 

Will tenants get the protection we need from city hall? City Council got out in front 
of SB 9 and you can likewise enhance tenant protections. New housing is needed 
but we need to avoid unnecessary harm to residents who call Beverly Hills home. 

Sincerely, 

Mark Elliot 
 
 


