SEISMIC RETROFIT PROGRAM
SCREENING REPORT

#=| WEST HOLLYWOOD Building & Safety Division

] 8300 Santa Monica Boulevard West HO”yWOOd, CA 90069-6216 tel 323 848.6475 fax 323.848.6569

Ciny of Wist Hollywood
| oo | Issued March 15, 2019
revised 12-11-2019

SCREENING REPORT
For Existing Wood Framed Buildings with Soft, Weak, or Open Front Walls

The Screening Report is the first milestone set forth in Ordinance 17-1004 and Chapter
13.28 of the West Hollywood Municipal Code for the retrofit of existing wood frame
buildings with soft, weak, or open front walls (SWOF). The Screening Report is intended
to provide additional information to determine if a building is in the scope of the ordinance
and if a retrofit is required or if the building is exempt from further evaluation.

The building information provided in the screening form will be reviewed by the City of
West Hollywood to determine whether the seismic retrofit is required, in accordance with
Ordinance 17-1004 and Chapter 13.28 of the West Hollywood Municipal code.

The Screening Report must be prepared by a Design Professional (Civil Engineer,
Structural Engineer, or Architect) licensed in the State of California.

Additional information about the Seismic Retrofit Program can be found at:
www.weho.org/seismic.
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SEISMIC RETROFIT PROGRAM
SCREENING REPORT

- WI S I I I O L LYWOO D
EeEane : Building & Safety Division
] 8300 Santa Monica Boulevard West Hollywood, CA 90069-6216 tel 323 848.6475 fax 323.848.6569

Ciry of West Hollywood
Califormia 1984

Permit # Address :

SCREENING REPORT
For Existing Wood Framed Buildings with Soft, Weak, or Open Front Walls

Section 1: Building & Owner Information

Building Information*:

Building Address:

Year
Parcel Number: Built:
No. of
Stories
above
Living Units: Grade:

Basement: Ful ] Partial 1 None [

Are there any other addresses or parcel #'s associated with this property?
No [] Yes L] If yes, please list below:

Address: Parcel # :
Address: Parcel #:
Address: Parcel # :

Owner Information:

Name:

Mailing Address:

City, State: Zip Code:

Phone: Email:

*Please note that separate buildings on the same parcel require separate screening
forms.
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SEISMIC RETROFIT PROGRAM
SCREENING REPORT

: Building & Safety Division
8300 Santa Monica Boulevard West Hollywood, CA 90069-6216 tel 323 848.6475 fax 323.848.6569

i  WEST HOLLYWOOD

Permit # Address :

SCREENING REPORT
For Existing Wood Framed Buildings with Soft, Weak, or Open Front Walls

Section 2: Scope of Determination & Building Type
(To be completed by a Design Professional Licensed in the State of California)

Yes No
1. Was the original permit for construction applied for before January 1, 1978? [] [

2. Is thefirst story of the building Type V (wood-frame) construction? O 0O
(This Also Includes Wood-Frame Cripple walls on top of CMU & concrete
walls)

3. Does the building have soft, weak, or open-front wall (SWOF) line(s) on O O
the first floor similar to the SWOF Building Configuration(s) exhibited on
Page 8 & 9?
If Yes, which SWOF Building Configuration(s) apply?

Type: A BO CODOEOFOGO
(Check All that Apply)

If ANY of the questions 1 through 3 above are marked No: The
building may be exempt from compliance with Chapter 13.28 of the West Hollywood
Municipal Code. Complete Section 4 and 5.

If ALL three of the questions 1 through 3 are marked Yes: The building is subject
to compliance with Chapter 13.28 of the West Hollywood Municipal Code.
Complete Section 3 and 5 Only.

Previous Retrofit: Has the building been retrofitted previously? Yes [1 No [
If Yes, complete Section 4.1
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SEISMIC RETROFIT PROGRAM
SCREENING REPORT

: Building & Safety Division
" 8300 Santa Monica Boulevard West Hollywood, CA 90069-6216 tel 323 848.6475 fax 323.848.6569

SCREENING REPORT
For Existing Wood Framed Buildings with Soft, Weak, or Open Front Walls

Section 3: Plan/Elevations Sketches & Photographs

In order to determine the status of the building and its compliance with Chapter 13.28 of
the West Hollywood Municipal Code, the following documents shall be submitted as
attachments and reviewed by the Building and Safety Division.

1) Provide a floor plan' of the ground floor, with dimensions and preferably to
scale

The plan shall include the following:

» A dotted outline of the floor above the ground floor. Include the
locations and dimensions of balconies, cantilevers, and setbacks

* Provide labels identifying areas of different use or occupancy
* Indicate north with an arrow and show street names lining the property

2) Provide elevations’ of the perimeter walls indicating width of openings and
total length of wall (openings shall include windows, doors, etc.)

a. Indicate apparent wall material (e.g. wood frame, steel frame, concrete,
block or brick)

3) Provide photos? of the perimeter walls
a. Indicate which elevation the photo show (e.g. North, South, East, West)
b. Please provide a date the photo was taken

Upon review of the documents listed above, the Building and Safety Division may require
additional information.

Note: 'Documents to be in 8 %2 x11 or 11x17 format only.

2For elevations visible from the street using Google Street View, snapshots
will be accepted so long as the entire wall face is visible and not blocked by
any obstructions.
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SEISMIC RETROFIT PROGRAM
SCREENING REPORT

gaies WEST H O LLYWOO D Building & Safety Division

8300 Santa Monica Boulevard West HO”yWOOd, CA 90069-6216 tel 323 848.6475 fax 323.848.6569

Ciry of West Hollywood
Califormia 1984

Permit # Address :

SCREENING REPORT

For Existing Wood framed buildings with soft, weak, or open front walls

Section 4: Retrofit Exemption- Only to Be Completed if Filing For an Exemption.

4.1 Previous Retrofit
Has a previous seismic retrofit been completed? Yes[] No[T]

If yes, please provide the permit number

Does the previous completed seismic retrofit meet or exceed the requirements of
Chapter 13.28 West Hollywood Municipal Code? Yes[] No[]

Please attach supporting documentation to include drawings and supporting calculations
for review by the Building and Safety Division.

List Attachments Below:

4.2 Other Exemption
Please provide a detailed narrative indicating the reason for exemption & provide a list

of support documents to justify exemption (calculations, photos, drawings, etc).

Page 50of 8



 (
M
a
nd
a
t
o
r
y
 
Se
i
sm
i
c
 
R
e
t
r
o
f
i
t
 
P
r
og
r
a
m
F
A
Q
’
S
) (
What is
 
t
he
 
pu
r
p
ose
 
of the
 
West 
H
ol
l
y
w
ood 
M
anda
t
o
r
y
 
S
eismic
 
R
et
r
ofit 
Pr
og
r
a
m?
) (
T
he 
 
purpo
s
e 
 
of 
 
t
h
e 
 
progr
a
m 
 
is 
 
to 
 
s
tr
e
ngt
h
en 
 
the 
 
C
it
y
’s 
 
e
x
i
s
t
i
ng 
 
pot
e
nt
i
ally 
 
v
ulner
a
ble 
 
b
uil
d
in
g
s
.  
 
T
here 
 
are 
 
c
erta
i
n
) (
bui
l
ding 
 
t
y
pes 
 
that 
 
h
i
s
tor
i
c
a
lly 
 
ha
v
e 
 
not 
 
far
e
d 
 
w
ell 
 
du
r
ing 
 
l
arger 
 
e
arth
q
ua
k
e
s
.
) (
T
he
s
e 
 
bui
l
din
g
s 
 
a
r
e 
 
re
q
uir
e
d 
 
to 
 
be
) (
e
v
aluat
e
d
 
t
o
 
d
ete
r
m
ine
 
if b
u
il
di
ng
 
s
tre
n
gth
e
ning
 
i
s
 
r
e
qui
r
ed. 
 
A
 
m
a
jor eart
h
qu
a
k
e
 
w
ill
 
not o
n
ly
 
be
 
life
 
thr
e
at
e
nin
g
,
 
b
ut
 
w
ill
 al
s
o 
 
d
a
m
a
ge 
 
ho
m
es 
 
and 
 
b
us
ine
s
s
e
s
, 
 
lea
d
ing 
 
to 
 
d
i
s
p
l
a
ce
m
ent 
 
a
n
d 
 
s
ig
n
if
i
c
ant 
 
e
c
o
n
o
m
i
c 
 
l
o
s
s
e
s
.  
 
T
he 
 
C
ity 
 
of 
 
W
es
t
 
H
oll
y
w
ood
 
is
 
ta
k
ing
 
t
h
is
 
p
r
oa
c
t
i
v
e
 
appro
a
c
h
 
to
 
r
e
du
c
e
 
the
 
r
is
k
 
of
 
de
v
a
s
t
at
i
on
 
and
 
lo
s
s
 
fr
o
m
 
a
 
m
ajor
 
e
arth
q
ua
k
e,
 
and
 
t
o
 help
 
w
ith r
e
c
o
v
ery
 
af
t
er
w
ard.
) (
What bu
i
ldin
g
s
 
a
r
e
 
p
a
r
t of t
h
is
 
p
r
og
r
a
m
?
) (
In
 
20
1
7, 
t
he
 
C
ity
 C
o
u
n
c
i
l
 
p
a
ss
ed
 
or
d
in
a
n
c
e
s
 
to
 
re
v
iew
 
and
 
s
t
rengt
h
en
 
t
hree
 
t
y
p
e
s
 
o
f e
x
i
s
ti
n
g
 
bu
i
ld
i
ng
s
:
) (



) (
W
oo
d-F
r
a
m
e
 
B
ui
l
di
n
gs
 
w
ith
 
S
oft,
 
W
ea
k
 
or 
O
pen
 
Fron
t
s
 
(
c
o
mm
o
nly
 
c
a
ll
e
d
 
S
oft
 
S
tory
 B
u
i
l
d
ing
s
)
 
N
on-
D
u
c
t
ile
 
C
o
n
c
r
ete
 
B
u
il
d
in
g
s
Pre-
N
orthr
i
dge
 
S
t
eel
 
Fra
m
e
 
B
uil
d
in
g
s
) (
A
r
e
 
condominium
 
t
y
pe
 
buildings
 
s
u
bject
 
to the
 
Or
dinan
c
e?
) (
S
oft
 
s
tory
 
c
o
nd
o
m
i
n
i
u
m
s
 
are
 
i
n
c
l
u
ded
 
in
 
the
 
S
e
i
s
m
ic
 
R
etrof
i
t
 
P
rogr
a
m
.  
 
O
nly
 
n
o
n-d
u
c
t
i
le
 
c
o
n
c
rete
 
a
n
d
 
pre-
N
orthr
i
d
ge
 
s
te
e
l
 
m
o
m
e
nt fr
a
m
e
 
c
o
n
d
o
m
i
n
ium
 
bu
i
ldi
n
gs
 
ha
v
e
 
b
e
en
 
e
x
e
m
pted
 
f
r
om
 
t
he
 
ordi
n
a
n
c
e.
) (
When do
 
the
 
o
r
d
inan
c
es
 
b
e
c
ome
 
ef
f
ecti
v
e?
) (
T
he
 
effe
c
t
i
v
e
 
da
t
es
 
are:
) (


) (
A
pril
 
1
, 2
0
18 
 
- 
 
S
oft 
S
t
ory
 B
ui
l
din
g
s
A
ugu
s
t
 
7,
 
2018 
 
- 
N
on-
D
u
c
t
i
le
 
C
on
c
re
t
e
 
a
n
d
 
P
re-
N
or
t
hri
d
ge
 
S
teel
 
M
o
m
ent
 
Fra
m
e
 
B
u
i
ld
i
n
g
s
) (
A
ltho
u
gh
 
t
he
 s
oft
-
s
tory
 
o
r
din
a
n
c
e
 
is
 
now effe
c
ti
v
e
 
(
a
s
 
of 
A
pr
i
l
 
1, 2018) a
n
d
 
t
h
e
 
n
o
n-
d
u
c
t
i
le
 c
o
n
c
rete
/
pre-
N
or
t
hri
d
ge
 s
t
eel
 
m
o
m
ent
 
fr
a
m
e
 
ord
i
na
n
c
e
 
w
ill
 
be
 
eff
e
c
ti
v
e
 
A
ug
u
s
t
 
7,
 
20
1
8,
 
t
h
e
 
requir
e
m
e
n
ts
 
a
n
d
 
ti
m
e
li
n
es
 
i
n
 
ea
c
h
 
o
r
d
in
a
n
c
e
 
for
 
s
e
i
sm
i
c
 retrofi
t
ti
n
g  
 
do
 
not
 
be
g
in
 
u
nt
i
l
 
t
he
 
pr
o
perty
 
o
w
ner
 
h
a
s
 
b
e
en
 
o
ffi
c
i
ally
 
n
ot
i
c
ed
 
by
 
the
 
C
i
ty
 
v
ia
 
a
 
c
e
r
tif
i
ed
 
lette
r
.   
 
T
he
 
C
i
t
y
 does 
 
not 
 
a
nt
i
c
i
p
ate 
 
i
s
s
ui
n
g 
 
a
ny 
 
noti
c
es 
 
t
o 
 
pr
o
perty 
 
o
w
ners 
 
un
t
il 
 
a 
 
ten
a
nt/o
w
ner 
 
c
o
s
t 
 
s
hare 
 
p
r
ogr
a
m 
 
h
a
s 
 
b
e
en 
 
f
u
lly
 e
x
plored
 
and
 
a
 
fr
a
m
e
w
ork
 
h
as
 
been
 
bro
u
ght 
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
C
ity
 C
ou
n
c
il
 
f
or t
h
eir 
r
e
v
ie
w.
) (
What a
r
e
 
t
he
 
b
enefits
 
of pe
r
f
o
r
ming a
 
sei
s
mic
 
r
et
r
o
fit?
) (
T
he 
 
C
ity 
 
is 
 
t
a
k
i
ng 
 
p
r
e
c
a
uti
on
ary 
 
m
e
a
s
ur
e
s 
 
to 
 
l
e
ss
e
n 
 
t
h
e 
 
poten
t
ial 
 
for 
 
c
at
a
s
tr
o
ph
i
c 
 
f
a
il
u
re 
 
of 
 
o
ur 
 
e
x
i
s
ti
n
g 
 
b
u
il
d
in
g
s
.
 
R
etrofit
t
ing
 
e
x
i
s
ting
 
b
uil
d
in
g
s
 
w
ill
 
prote
c
t
 
the
 
s
af
e
ty
 
of
 
the
 
p
eople
 
w
ho
 
l
i
v
e
 
and
 
w
ork
 
in
 
W
e
s
t
 
H
o
l
l
y
w
ood,
 
and
 
l
e
s
s
en
 
t
h
e
 e
c
o
n
o
m
i
c
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
 
fo
l
lo
w
ing
 
a
 m
ajor 
e
arth
q
ua
k
e.
) (
H
o
w
 
do
 
I kn
o
w
 
if
 
m
y
 
building is
 
i
n
clud
e
d in t
h
e
 
p
r
og
r
am
?
) (
The  
 
City  
 
has  
 
a  
 
survey  
 
of  
 
properties  
 
that  
 
a
r
e  
 
subject  
 
to  
 
the  
 
ordinance  
 
available  
 
on  
 
the  
 
City’s  
 
website
 at: 
 
www.weho.org/seismic
  
 
Being  
 
included  
 
in  
 
the  
 
survey  
 
is  
 
not  
 
confirmation  
 
that  
 
the  
 
building  
 
is  
 
structurally
 deficient, 
 
hazardous
 
or
 
unsafe. 
 
Further
 
evaluation
 
by
 
a
 
Civil
 
/Structural
 
Engineer
 
licensed
 
in
 
the
 
State
 
of
 
California
 
is
 required 
 
in 
 
order  
 
to  
 
determine  
 
if  
 
seismic  
 
strengthening  
 
is  
 
required  
 
or  
 
if  
 
the  
 
building  
 
meets  
 
the  
 
m
inimum
 requirements 
 
in 
 
th
e
 
Ordinances.
) (
P
a
g
e
 
1
 
o
f
 
3
)



 (
M
a
nd
a
t
o
r
y
 
Se
i
sm
i
c
 
R
e
t
r
o
f
i
t
 
P
r
og
r
a
m
F
A
Q
’
S
) (
D
oes
 
being
 
incl
u
ded
 
in
 
t
h
e
 
su
r
v
e
y
 
of
 
p
r
ope
r
ties
 
subj
ec
t
 
to
 
the
 
o
r
dina
n
ce
 
m
e
an
 
m
y
 
building
 
i
s
 
ha
z
a
r
dous
 
o
r
 
v
ulne
r
able?
) (
B
eing
 
i
n
c
lud
e
d
 
in
 
t
he
 
s
ur
v
ey
 
only
 
ind
i
c
a
t
es
 
t
h
at
 
a
 
b
ui
l
di
n
g
 
v
i
s
ually
 
a
p
pea
r
s
 
to
 
b
e
 
of
 
a
 s
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
 
c
o
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
on
 
t
y
pe
 
in
c
lu
d
ed
 
w
ithin
 
the
 
ord
i
na
n
c
e. 
 
Furt
h
er
 
e
v
aluat
i
on
 
by
 
a
 
pro
f
e
s
s
i
o
nal
 
w
ill
 
be
 
req
u
ired
 
to
 
d
ete
r
m
i
n
e
 
if 
r
e
trofit
t
ing
 
is
 
r
eq
u
ired.
) (
M
y
 
add
r
ess
 
is
 
i
n
clud
e
d in 
t
h
e
 
build
i
ng su
r
v
e
y
, how
 
long
 
do I ha
v
e
 
to
 
com
p
lete
 
m
y
 
r
e
t
r
ofit?
) (
T
he
 
ti
m
el
i
ne
 
and
 
re
q
uir
e
m
en
t
s
 
i
n
 
t
he
 
ord
i
na
n
c
es
 
do
 
n
ot
 
be
gin
 
unt
i
l
 
t
he
 
pro
p
erty
 
o
w
ner
 
r
e
c
ei
v
es
 
an
 
o
f
fi
c
ial
 
n
o
ti
c
e
 
f
r
o
m
 the
 
C
it
y
,
 
w
hi
c
h
 
w
ill
 
be
 
s
e
nt
 
by
 c
erti
f
ied
 m
a
i
l.
 
O
w
ners
 
of
 
s
o
f
t
 
s
tory
 
buil
d
in
g
s
 
ha
v
e
 
5
 
y
ea
r
s
 
af
t
er
 
re
c
e
i
v
ing
 
n
o
ti
c
e
 
to
 
a
ss
es
s
 and 
 
c
o
m
p
l
ete 
 
any 
 
n
e
c
e
s
s
ary 
 
retrofit
t
ing.  
 
O
w
ners 
 
of 
 
non
-
du
c
t
ile 
 
c
on
c
r
ete 
 
a
n
d 
 
pre-Nor
t
hridge 
 
s
te
e
l 
 
m
o
m
ent 
 
fr
a
m
e
 bui
l
din
g
s
 
h
a
v
e
 
20
 
y
ea
r
s
 
t
o
 
a
ss
e
s
s
 
and
 
c
o
m
p
l
ete
 
any
 
n
e
c
e
ss
ary
 
retrofi
t
tin
g
.
O
nce
 
I
 
r
ecei
v
e
 
noti
f
icat
i
on
 
f
r
om
 
the
 
C
i
t
y
 
that
 
m
y
 
building
 
is
 
inc
l
uded
 
in
 
t
he
 
S
e
i
smic
 
R
et
r
ofit
 
Pr
og
r
am,
 
w
hat
 
a
re
 
the
 
next
 
ste
p
s?
) (
A
s 
 
a 
 
pro
p
erty 
 
o
w
ner, 
 
h
ire
/
c
o
nta
c
t 
 
a 
 
l
i
c
e
n
s
ed 
 
c
i
v
il 
 
or 
 s
tr
u
c
tur
a
l 
 
e
ngi
n
eer, 
 
or 
 
ar
c
h
it
e
c
t 
 
w
ho 
 s
pe
c
ia
l
i
z
es 
 
in 
 
s
e
i
s
m
i
c
 
s
tre
n
gth
e
ning 
 
of
 
b
uil
d
in
g
s 
 
to 
 
f
urther
 
e
v
al
u
ate 
 
y
our
 
bui
l
di
n
g.  
 
T
here 
 
are 
 
4 
 
s
teps 
 
to 
 
c
o
m
pl
eting 
 
a 
 
retr
o
fit
 
for
 
s
o
ft
 
s
tory
 bui
l
din
g
s
.
) (
S
tep
 
1
 
–
 
S
u
b
m
it
 
a
 
S
c
r
ee
n
ing
 
R
eport
) (
S
tep
 
2
 
- 
S
u
b
m
it 
R
e
t
rofit
 
P
la
n
s
) (
S
tep
 
3
 
–
 
O
bta
i
n
 
a
 
bu
i
ld
i
ng
 
p
e
r
m
it 
a
nd
 
b
eg
i
n
 
c
on
s
tru
c
tion
) (
Step
 
4
 
–
 
Complete
 
Construction
) (
A 
RoadMap
 
to
 
Complian
c
e
 
is
 
available
 
to
 
assist you
 
with
 
the
 
4
 
step
 
process
 
for retrofitting
 
Soft Story
 
Buildings.
) (
Infor
m
at
i
on 
 
for 
 
N
on-
D
u
c
ti
l
e 
 
C
on
c
r
e
te 
 
a
n
d 
 
Pre-
N
or
t
hri
d
ge 
 
S
teel 
 
M
o
m
ent 
 
F
ra
m
e 
 
B
u
i
ld
i
ngs 
 
w
ill 
 
be 
 
a
v
ai
l
ab
l
e 
 
in 
 
A
ug
u
s
t
 2018.
) (
Who can
 
co
m
plete
 
a
 
st
r
u
ct
u
r
al e
v
aluation
 
and
 
ana
l
y
sis?
) (
A 
C
alifo
r
nia
 
li
c
en
s
ed
 
C
i
v
il
 
or 
S
tru
c
tu
r
al
 
E
n
gi
n
eer 
w
ill
 
be
 
able
 
to
 
per
f
orm
 
t
he
 s
t
r
u
c
t
ural
 
an
a
l
y
s
i
s
.
 T
he
s
e
 
p
r
of
e
ss
i
on
a
ls
 
m
ay
 be
 
found
 
through
 
several
 
professional
 
and
 
government re
s
ources:
) (
Registered
 
Professional
 
Licensed
 
Engineers: 
http://www.bpelsg.
c
a.gov/
) (
Structural
 
Engineering
 
Association
 
of So
 
Cal:
 
https://www.seaosc.org/Find-
a
n-Engineer
) (
What c
a
n I do
 
if I 
b
elie
v
e
 
m
y
 
building
 
i
s
 
n
ot su
b
ject to
 
the
 
o
r
dinan
c
e
 
or
 
h
as
 
h
a
d a
 
p
r
e
v
ious
 
r
et
r
ofit?
) (
T
he
 
fir
s
t
 
s
t
e
p
 
of
 
the
 
ret
r
ofit
 
p
r
o
c
e
s
s
 
i
s
 
to
 
c
o
m
p
l
ete
 
a
 
S
c
r
e
e
ning
 
R
e
p
ort
 
w
hi
c
h
 
is
 
a
v
a
i
la
b
le
 
by
 
the
 
C
it
y
.  
 
T
he
 
S
c
reeni
n
g
 
R
eport
 
is
 
int
e
nd
e
d
 
to
 
pro
v
i
d
e
 
ad
d
iti
o
nal
 
in
f
or
m
a
tion
 
to
 
de
t
e
r
m
ine
 
if
 
a
 
b
ui
l
di
n
g
 
i
s
 
i
n
 
t
he
 
s
c
ope
 
of
 
the
 
ord
i
na
n
c
e
 
and
 
a
 retrofit
 
is
 
r
e
qui
r
ed
 
or
 
if
 
t
h
e
 
bu
i
ldi
n
g
 
is
 
e
x
e
m
pt
 
fr
o
m
 
fu
r
ther
 
ev
aluati
o
n.
 
T
he
 
report
 
m
u
s
t
 
be
 
c
o
m
ple
t
ed
 
by
 
a
 
P
rof
e
s
s
io
na
l
 
E
ngin
e
er 
 
or 
 
A
r
c
hi
t
e
c
t 
 
l
i
c
e
n
s
e
d 
 
by 
 
the 
 
S
ta
t
e 
 
of 
 
C
a
lifo
r
nia 
 
and 
 
w
ill 
 
n
e
ed 
 
to 
 
be 
 
s
u
b
m
itt
e
d 
 
to 
 
t
h
e 
 
B
ui
l
di
n
g 
 
a
n
d 
 
S
afe
t
y
 
D
i
v
i
s
ion
 
for 
r
e
v
iew
 
and
 
ap
p
ro
v
al.
) (
P
a
g
e
 
2
 
o
f
 
3
)



 (
M
a
nd
a
t
o
r
y
 
Se
i
sm
i
c
 
R
e
t
r
o
f
i
t
 
P
r
og
r
a
m
F
A
Q
’
S
) (
H
o
w
 
m
u
ch d
o
es
 
a
 
Soft Sto
r
y
 
R
et
r
ofit cos
t
?
) (
A 
 
re
c
ent 
 
r
o
ugh 
 
o
r
der 
 
of 
 
m
a
g
nitu
d
e 
 
(
R
O
M
) 
 
c
o
s
t 
 
s
t
u
dy 
 
ana
ly
s
is 
 
c
o
nd
u
c
ted 
 
by 
 
the 
 
C
it
y
’s 
 
c
o
n
s
ul
t
an
t
s 
 
in
d
i
c
a
ted 
 
t
h
at 
 
a
 
m
ajo
r
ity 
 
of 
 
s
o
f
t-
s
tory 
 
ret
r
ofi
t
s 
 
are 
 
e
s
t
i
m
a
t
ed 
 
to 
 
be 
 
w
ithin 
 
the 
 
range 
 
o
f 
 
$40
,
000 
 
a
nd 
 
$160,
0
00. 
 
A
v
erage 
 
r
etro
f
it
 
c
o
n
s
tr
u
c
ti
o
n
 
c
o
s
ts
 
for
 
N
o
n-
D
u
c
ti
l
e
 
C
on
c
r
ete
 
a
n
d
 
P
re-
N
orthr
i
dge
 
S
te
e
l
 
M
o
m
ent
 
Fra
m
e
 
B
u
i
l
din
g
s
 
w
ere
 
e
s
ti
m
ated
 
t
o
 
v
ary
 bet
w
een
 
$50
 
to
 
$
1
00
 
per
 
s
qu
are
 
foot
 
of
 
b
u
il
d
ing
 
a
r
ea. 
 
T
h
e
s
e
 
e
s
t
i
m
ated
 
c
o
s
t
s
 
are
 
pro
v
i
d
ed
 
for
 
info
r
m
a
t
io
n
al
 
pur
p
o
s
es
 only
 
and
 
a
r
e
 
not
 
int
e
nded
 
t
o
 
be
 
u
s
ed
 
to
 
e
s
t
i
m
a
t
e
 
a
 
b
u
il
d
i
n
g
 
o
w
ner
'
s
 
indi
v
i
d
ual
 
r
e
trof
i
t
 
c
o
s
ts
 
a
s
 
e
a
c
h
 
b
ui
l
ding
 
v
a
r
ies
 
in
 
s
i
z
e
 
a
n
d
 
c
o
m
p
le
x
it
y.
) (
C
an 
r
ent s
t
abil
i
z
ed p
r
o
pe
r
t
y
 
o
w
ne
r
s
 
pa
s
s
 
a
 
p
o
r
tion of
 
c
o
sts
 
to t
e
nant
s
?
C
urrently
 
no,
 
ho
w
e
v
er,
 
prope
r
ty
 
o
w
ners
 
m
ay
 
file
 
a
 
req
u
e
s
t
 
f
or
 
a
 
rent
 
in
c
r
ea
s
e
 
if
 
the
 
pro
p
erty
 
o
w
ner
 
belie
v
es
 
c
o
s
ts
 
o
f
 
c
o
m
ple
t
ing
 
t
he
 
ret
r
ofit
 
w
ill
 
e
x
c
eed
 
the
 
net
 
o
pera
t
ing
 
i
n
c
o
m
e
 
for
 
their
 
pro
p
ert
y
.
 
M
ore
 
infor
m
ation
 
on
 
the
 
ap
p
li
c
ati
o
n
 
a
n
d
 requi
r
e
m
e
nts
 
of 
a
s
s
e
s
s
i
n
g
 
net
 
opera
t
ing
 
i
n
c
o
m
e
 
(
NO
I) is
 
a
v
a
i
lab
l
e
 
at 
w
w
w
.
w
eho.org/r
s
h
 
or
 
by
 
c
al
l
ing
 
323
-
848
-
645
0
.
O
v
er 
 
the 
 
ne
x
t 
 
few 
 
m
ont
h
s
, 
 
t
he 
 
C
ity 
 
i
s 
 
h
o
s
t
ing 
 
m
e
eti
n
gs 
 
t
o 
 
hear 
 
fr
o
m 
 
t
h
e 
 
c
o
m
m
u
n
it
y
, 
 
w
hile 
 
the 
 
R
e
nt 
 
S
t
ab
i
li
z
ati
o
n
 
C
o
mm
i
s
s
ion
 
anal
yz
es
 
w
heth
e
r
 
a
 
dir
e
c
t
 
c
o
s
t
 
p
a
s
s
-thr
o
ugh
 
w
ould
 
b
e
 
app
r
opr
i
ate
 
for
 
the
 
C
i
ty
 
C
oun
c
il
 
t
o
 
c
o
n
s
ider
 
a
s
 
a
n
 alter
n
ati
v
e
 
to
 
po
s
s
i
ble
 
rent
 
i
n
c
rea
s
e
s
.
 
S
e
i
sm
i
c
 
retro
f
itt
i
ng
 
is
 
an
 
i
m
p
o
rtant
 
c
o
m
m
u
n
it
y
w
ide
 
proj
e
c
t
 
and
 
w
e
 
w
ant
 
to
 
hear
 from
 
y
ou
 
on
 
how
 
c
o
s
ts
 
s
hou
l
d
 
be
 
s
har
e
d.
 
In
 
late
 
A
p
r
il
 
m
o
r
e
 
infor
m
at
i
on
 
on
 
u
p
c
o
m
ing
 
m
eeti
n
gs
 
a
n
d
 
oppor
t
uni
t
i
e
s
 
t
o
 
m
a
k
e
 
y
our
s
elf hea
r
d
 
w
ill
 
be
 
m
ail
e
d
 
to
 
all
 
rent 
s
t
abi
l
i
z
ed
 
t
en
a
nts
 
a
nd
 
lan
d
lor
d
s
.
 
A
n
 
o
n
li
n
e
 
s
ur
v
ey
 
w
ill
 
be
 
a
v
ai
l
ab
l
e
 
in
 
ea
r
ly
 
M
a
y
,
 
and
 
C
ity
 s
taff 
w
ill
 
be
 
v
i
s
i
t
ing
 
v
ari
o
us
 c
ity
 
e
v
en
t
s
 
in
 
an
 
e
f
fort
 
to
 
g
et
 
t
h
e
 
w
ork
 
out
 
a
nd
 
to
 
hear
 
y
our
 
t
h
ou
g
ht
s
.
 
T
he
 
C
i
ty
 
C
oun
c
il
 
c
o
uld
 
c
on
s
ider
 
a
 
r
e
c
o
mm
e
nda
t
ion
 
fr
o
m
 
the
 
R
ent
 
S
t
abi
l
i
z
ation
 
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
ion
 
a
s
 
e
a
rly
 
as
 
J
ul
y
,
 
201
8
.
 
For
 
m
o
r
e
 info
r
m
at
i
on
 
v
i
s
it 
w
w
w
.
w
eho.org/r
s
h
 
or 
c
all
 
323
-
848
-
645
0
.
) (
P
a
g
e
 
3
 
o
f
 
3
)

image1.jpeg

City of West Hollywood
Calfornia 1984






Form user
File attachment on: 2018/05/18 13:41:58


 (
M
a
nd
a
t
o
r
y
 
Se
i
sm
i
c
 
R
e
t
r
o
f
i
t
 
P
r
og
r
a
m
F
A
Q
’
S
) (
What is
 
t
he
 
pu
r
p
ose
 
of the
 
West 
H
ol
l
y
w
ood 
M
anda
t
o
r
y
 
S
eismic
 
R
et
r
ofit 
Pr
og
r
a
m?
) (
T
he 
 
purpo
s
e 
 
of 
 
t
h
e 
 
progr
a
m 
 
is 
 
to 
 
s
tr
e
ngt
h
en 
 
the 
 
C
it
y
’s 
 
e
x
i
s
t
i
ng 
 
pot
e
nt
i
ally 
 
v
ulner
a
ble 
 
b
uil
d
in
g
s
.  
 
T
here 
 
are 
 
c
erta
i
n
) (
bui
l
ding 
 
t
y
pes 
 
that 
 
h
i
s
tor
i
c
a
lly 
 
ha
v
e 
 
not 
 
far
e
d 
 
w
ell 
 
du
r
ing 
 
l
arger 
 
e
arth
q
ua
k
e
s
.
) (
T
he
s
e 
 
bui
l
din
g
s 
 
a
r
e 
 
re
q
uir
e
d 
 
to 
 
be
) (
e
v
aluat
e
d
 
t
o
 
d
ete
r
m
ine
 
if b
u
il
di
ng
 
s
tre
n
gth
e
ning
 
i
s
 
r
e
qui
r
ed. 
 
A
 
m
a
jor eart
h
qu
a
k
e
 
w
ill
 
not o
n
ly
 
be
 
life
 
thr
e
at
e
nin
g
,
 
b
ut
 
w
ill
 al
s
o 
 
d
a
m
a
ge 
 
ho
m
es 
 
and 
 
b
us
ine
s
s
e
s
, 
 
lea
d
ing 
 
to 
 
d
i
s
p
l
a
ce
m
ent 
 
a
n
d 
 
s
ig
n
if
i
c
ant 
 
e
c
o
n
o
m
i
c 
 
l
o
s
s
e
s
.  
 
T
he 
 
C
ity 
 
of 
 
W
es
t
 
H
oll
y
w
ood
 
is
 
ta
k
ing
 
t
h
is
 
p
r
oa
c
t
i
v
e
 
appro
a
c
h
 
to
 
r
e
du
c
e
 
the
 
r
is
k
 
of
 
de
v
a
s
t
at
i
on
 
and
 
lo
s
s
 
fr
o
m
 
a
 
m
ajor
 
e
arth
q
ua
k
e,
 
and
 
t
o
 help
 
w
ith r
e
c
o
v
ery
 
af
t
er
w
ard.
) (
What bu
i
ldin
g
s
 
a
r
e
 
p
a
r
t of t
h
is
 
p
r
og
r
a
m
?
) (
In
 
20
1
7, 
t
he
 
C
ity
 C
o
u
n
c
i
l
 
p
a
ss
ed
 
or
d
in
a
n
c
e
s
 
to
 
re
v
iew
 
and
 
s
t
rengt
h
en
 
t
hree
 
t
y
p
e
s
 
o
f e
x
i
s
ti
n
g
 
bu
i
ld
i
ng
s
:
) (



) (
W
oo
d-F
r
a
m
e
 
B
ui
l
di
n
gs
 
w
ith
 
S
oft,
 
W
ea
k
 
or 
O
pen
 
Fron
t
s
 
(
c
o
mm
o
nly
 
c
a
ll
e
d
 
S
oft
 
S
tory
 B
u
i
l
d
ing
s
)
 
N
on-
D
u
c
t
ile
 
C
o
n
c
r
ete
 
B
u
il
d
in
g
s
Pre-
N
orthr
i
dge
 
S
t
eel
 
Fra
m
e
 
B
uil
d
in
g
s
) (
A
r
e
 
condominium
 
t
y
pe
 
buildings
 
s
u
bject
 
to the
 
Or
dinan
c
e?
) (
S
oft
 
s
tory
 
c
o
nd
o
m
i
n
i
u
m
s
 
are
 
i
n
c
l
u
ded
 
in
 
the
 
S
e
i
s
m
ic
 
R
etrof
i
t
 
P
rogr
a
m
.  
 
O
nly
 
n
o
n-d
u
c
t
i
le
 
c
o
n
c
rete
 
a
n
d
 
pre-
N
orthr
i
d
ge
 
s
te
e
l
 
m
o
m
e
nt fr
a
m
e
 
c
o
n
d
o
m
i
n
ium
 
bu
i
ldi
n
gs
 
ha
v
e
 
b
e
en
 
e
x
e
m
pted
 
f
r
om
 
t
he
 
ordi
n
a
n
c
e.
) (
When do
 
the
 
o
r
d
inan
c
es
 
b
e
c
ome
 
ef
f
ecti
v
e?
) (
T
he
 
effe
c
t
i
v
e
 
da
t
es
 
are:
) (


) (
A
pril
 
1
, 2
0
18 
 
- 
 
S
oft 
S
t
ory
 B
ui
l
din
g
s
A
ugu
s
t
 
7,
 
2018 
 
- 
N
on-
D
u
c
t
i
le
 
C
on
c
re
t
e
 
a
n
d
 
P
re-
N
or
t
hri
d
ge
 
S
teel
 
M
o
m
ent
 
Fra
m
e
 
B
u
i
ld
i
n
g
s
) (
A
ltho
u
gh
 
t
he
 s
oft
-
s
tory
 
o
r
din
a
n
c
e
 
is
 
now effe
c
ti
v
e
 
(
a
s
 
of 
A
pr
i
l
 
1, 2018) a
n
d
 
t
h
e
 
n
o
n-
d
u
c
t
i
le
 c
o
n
c
rete
/
pre-
N
or
t
hri
d
ge
 s
t
eel
 
m
o
m
ent
 
fr
a
m
e
 
ord
i
na
n
c
e
 
w
ill
 
be
 
eff
e
c
ti
v
e
 
A
ug
u
s
t
 
7,
 
20
1
8,
 
t
h
e
 
requir
e
m
e
n
ts
 
a
n
d
 
ti
m
e
li
n
es
 
i
n
 
ea
c
h
 
o
r
d
in
a
n
c
e
 
for
 
s
e
i
sm
i
c
 retrofi
t
ti
n
g  
 
do
 
not
 
be
g
in
 
u
nt
i
l
 
t
he
 
pr
o
perty
 
o
w
ner
 
h
a
s
 
b
e
en
 
o
ffi
c
i
ally
 
n
ot
i
c
ed
 
by
 
the
 
C
i
ty
 
v
ia
 
a
 
c
e
r
tif
i
ed
 
lette
r
.   
 
T
he
 
C
i
t
y
 does 
 
not 
 
a
nt
i
c
i
p
ate 
 
i
s
s
ui
n
g 
 
a
ny 
 
noti
c
es 
 
t
o 
 
pr
o
perty 
 
o
w
ners 
 
un
t
il 
 
a 
 
ten
a
nt/o
w
ner 
 
c
o
s
t 
 
s
hare 
 
p
r
ogr
a
m 
 
h
a
s 
 
b
e
en 
 
f
u
lly
 e
x
plored
 
and
 
a
 
fr
a
m
e
w
ork
 
h
as
 
been
 
bro
u
ght 
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
C
ity
 C
ou
n
c
il
 
f
or t
h
eir 
r
e
v
ie
w.
) (
What a
r
e
 
t
he
 
b
enefits
 
of pe
r
f
o
r
ming a
 
sei
s
mic
 
r
et
r
o
fit?
) (
T
he 
 
C
ity 
 
is 
 
t
a
k
i
ng 
 
p
r
e
c
a
uti
on
ary 
 
m
e
a
s
ur
e
s 
 
to 
 
l
e
ss
e
n 
 
t
h
e 
 
poten
t
ial 
 
for 
 
c
at
a
s
tr
o
ph
i
c 
 
f
a
il
u
re 
 
of 
 
o
ur 
 
e
x
i
s
ti
n
g 
 
b
u
il
d
in
g
s
.
 
R
etrofit
t
ing
 
e
x
i
s
ting
 
b
uil
d
in
g
s
 
w
ill
 
prote
c
t
 
the
 
s
af
e
ty
 
of
 
the
 
p
eople
 
w
ho
 
l
i
v
e
 
and
 
w
ork
 
in
 
W
e
s
t
 
H
o
l
l
y
w
ood,
 
and
 
l
e
s
s
en
 
t
h
e
 e
c
o
n
o
m
i
c
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
 
fo
l
lo
w
ing
 
a
 m
ajor 
e
arth
q
ua
k
e.
) (
H
o
w
 
do
 
I kn
o
w
 
if
 
m
y
 
building is
 
i
n
clud
e
d in t
h
e
 
p
r
og
r
am
?
) (
The  
 
City  
 
has  
 
a  
 
survey  
 
of  
 
properties  
 
that  
 
a
r
e  
 
subject  
 
to  
 
the  
 
ordinance  
 
available  
 
on  
 
the  
 
City’s  
 
website
 at: 
 
www.weho.org/seismic
  
 
Being  
 
included  
 
in  
 
the  
 
survey  
 
is  
 
not  
 
confirmation  
 
that  
 
the  
 
building  
 
is  
 
structurally
 deficient, 
 
hazardous
 
or
 
unsafe. 
 
Further
 
evaluation
 
by
 
a
 
Civil
 
/Structural
 
Engineer
 
licensed
 
in
 
the
 
State
 
of
 
California
 
is
 required 
 
in 
 
order  
 
to  
 
determine  
 
if  
 
seismic  
 
strengthening  
 
is  
 
required  
 
or  
 
if  
 
the  
 
building  
 
meets  
 
the  
 
m
inimum
 requirements 
 
in 
 
th
e
 
Ordinances.
) (
P
a
g
e
 
1
 
o
f
 
3
)



 (
M
a
nd
a
t
o
r
y
 
Se
i
sm
i
c
 
R
e
t
r
o
f
i
t
 
P
r
og
r
a
m
F
A
Q
’
S
) (
D
oes
 
being
 
incl
u
ded
 
in
 
t
h
e
 
su
r
v
e
y
 
of
 
p
r
ope
r
ties
 
subj
ec
t
 
to
 
the
 
o
r
dina
n
ce
 
m
e
an
 
m
y
 
building
 
i
s
 
ha
z
a
r
dous
 
o
r
 
v
ulne
r
able?
) (
B
eing
 
i
n
c
lud
e
d
 
in
 
t
he
 
s
ur
v
ey
 
only
 
ind
i
c
a
t
es
 
t
h
at
 
a
 
b
ui
l
di
n
g
 
v
i
s
ually
 
a
p
pea
r
s
 
to
 
b
e
 
of
 
a
 s
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
 
c
o
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
on
 
t
y
pe
 
in
c
lu
d
ed
 
w
ithin
 
the
 
ord
i
na
n
c
e. 
 
Furt
h
er
 
e
v
aluat
i
on
 
by
 
a
 
pro
f
e
s
s
i
o
nal
 
w
ill
 
be
 
req
u
ired
 
to
 
d
ete
r
m
i
n
e
 
if 
r
e
trofit
t
ing
 
is
 
r
eq
u
ired.
) (
M
y
 
add
r
ess
 
is
 
i
n
clud
e
d in 
t
h
e
 
build
i
ng su
r
v
e
y
, how
 
long
 
do I ha
v
e
 
to
 
com
p
lete
 
m
y
 
r
e
t
r
ofit?
) (
T
he
 
ti
m
el
i
ne
 
and
 
re
q
uir
e
m
en
t
s
 
i
n
 
t
he
 
ord
i
na
n
c
es
 
do
 
n
ot
 
be
gin
 
unt
i
l
 
t
he
 
pro
p
erty
 
o
w
ner
 
r
e
c
ei
v
es
 
an
 
o
f
fi
c
ial
 
n
o
ti
c
e
 
f
r
o
m
 the
 
C
it
y
,
 
w
hi
c
h
 
w
ill
 
be
 
s
e
nt
 
by
 c
erti
f
ied
 m
a
i
l.
 
O
w
ners
 
of
 
s
o
f
t
 
s
tory
 
buil
d
in
g
s
 
ha
v
e
 
5
 
y
ea
r
s
 
af
t
er
 
re
c
e
i
v
ing
 
n
o
ti
c
e
 
to
 
a
ss
es
s
 and 
 
c
o
m
p
l
ete 
 
any 
 
n
e
c
e
s
s
ary 
 
retrofit
t
ing.  
 
O
w
ners 
 
of 
 
non
-
du
c
t
ile 
 
c
on
c
r
ete 
 
a
n
d 
 
pre-Nor
t
hridge 
 
s
te
e
l 
 
m
o
m
ent 
 
fr
a
m
e
 bui
l
din
g
s
 
h
a
v
e
 
20
 
y
ea
r
s
 
t
o
 
a
ss
e
s
s
 
and
 
c
o
m
p
l
ete
 
any
 
n
e
c
e
ss
ary
 
retrofi
t
tin
g
.
O
nce
 
I
 
r
ecei
v
e
 
noti
f
icat
i
on
 
f
r
om
 
the
 
C
i
t
y
 
that
 
m
y
 
building
 
is
 
inc
l
uded
 
in
 
t
he
 
S
e
i
smic
 
R
et
r
ofit
 
Pr
og
r
am,
 
w
hat
 
a
re
 
the
 
next
 
ste
p
s?
) (
A
s 
 
a 
 
pro
p
erty 
 
o
w
ner, 
 
h
ire
/
c
o
nta
c
t 
 
a 
 
l
i
c
e
n
s
ed 
 
c
i
v
il 
 
or 
 s
tr
u
c
tur
a
l 
 
e
ngi
n
eer, 
 
or 
 
ar
c
h
it
e
c
t 
 
w
ho 
 s
pe
c
ia
l
i
z
es 
 
in 
 
s
e
i
s
m
i
c
 
s
tre
n
gth
e
ning 
 
of
 
b
uil
d
in
g
s 
 
to 
 
f
urther
 
e
v
al
u
ate 
 
y
our
 
bui
l
di
n
g.  
 
T
here 
 
are 
 
4 
 
s
teps 
 
to 
 
c
o
m
pl
eting 
 
a 
 
retr
o
fit
 
for
 
s
o
ft
 
s
tory
 bui
l
din
g
s
.
) (
S
tep
 
1
 
–
 
S
u
b
m
it
 
a
 
S
c
r
ee
n
ing
 
R
eport
) (
S
tep
 
2
 
- 
S
u
b
m
it 
R
e
t
rofit
 
P
la
n
s
) (
S
tep
 
3
 
–
 
O
bta
i
n
 
a
 
bu
i
ld
i
ng
 
p
e
r
m
it 
a
nd
 
b
eg
i
n
 
c
on
s
tru
c
tion
) (
Step
 
4
 
–
 
Complete
 
Construction
) (
A 
RoadMap
 
to
 
Complian
c
e
 
is
 
available
 
to
 
assist you
 
with
 
the
 
4
 
step
 
process
 
for retrofitting
 
Soft Story
 
Buildings.
) (
Infor
m
at
i
on 
 
for 
 
N
on-
D
u
c
ti
l
e 
 
C
on
c
r
e
te 
 
a
n
d 
 
Pre-
N
or
t
hri
d
ge 
 
S
teel 
 
M
o
m
ent 
 
F
ra
m
e 
 
B
u
i
ld
i
ngs 
 
w
ill 
 
be 
 
a
v
ai
l
ab
l
e 
 
in 
 
A
ug
u
s
t
 2018.
) (
Who can
 
co
m
plete
 
a
 
st
r
u
ct
u
r
al e
v
aluation
 
and
 
ana
l
y
sis?
) (
A 
C
alifo
r
nia
 
li
c
en
s
ed
 
C
i
v
il
 
or 
S
tru
c
tu
r
al
 
E
n
gi
n
eer 
w
ill
 
be
 
able
 
to
 
per
f
orm
 
t
he
 s
t
r
u
c
t
ural
 
an
a
l
y
s
i
s
.
 T
he
s
e
 
p
r
of
e
ss
i
on
a
ls
 
m
ay
 be
 
found
 
through
 
several
 
professional
 
and
 
government re
s
ources:
) (
Registered
 
Professional
 
Licensed
 
Engineers: 
http://www.bpelsg.
c
a.gov/
) (
Structural
 
Engineering
 
Association
 
of So
 
Cal:
 
https://www.seaosc.org/Find-
a
n-Engineer
) (
What c
a
n I do
 
if I 
b
elie
v
e
 
m
y
 
building
 
i
s
 
n
ot su
b
ject to
 
the
 
o
r
dinan
c
e
 
or
 
h
as
 
h
a
d a
 
p
r
e
v
ious
 
r
et
r
ofit?
) (
T
he
 
fir
s
t
 
s
t
e
p
 
of
 
the
 
ret
r
ofit
 
p
r
o
c
e
s
s
 
i
s
 
to
 
c
o
m
p
l
ete
 
a
 
S
c
r
e
e
ning
 
R
e
p
ort
 
w
hi
c
h
 
is
 
a
v
a
i
la
b
le
 
by
 
the
 
C
it
y
.  
 
T
he
 
S
c
reeni
n
g
 
R
eport
 
is
 
int
e
nd
e
d
 
to
 
pro
v
i
d
e
 
ad
d
iti
o
nal
 
in
f
or
m
a
tion
 
to
 
de
t
e
r
m
ine
 
if
 
a
 
b
ui
l
di
n
g
 
i
s
 
i
n
 
t
he
 
s
c
ope
 
of
 
the
 
ord
i
na
n
c
e
 
and
 
a
 retrofit
 
is
 
r
e
qui
r
ed
 
or
 
if
 
t
h
e
 
bu
i
ldi
n
g
 
is
 
e
x
e
m
pt
 
fr
o
m
 
fu
r
ther
 
ev
aluati
o
n.
 
T
he
 
report
 
m
u
s
t
 
be
 
c
o
m
ple
t
ed
 
by
 
a
 
P
rof
e
s
s
io
na
l
 
E
ngin
e
er 
 
or 
 
A
r
c
hi
t
e
c
t 
 
l
i
c
e
n
s
e
d 
 
by 
 
the 
 
S
ta
t
e 
 
of 
 
C
a
lifo
r
nia 
 
and 
 
w
ill 
 
n
e
ed 
 
to 
 
be 
 
s
u
b
m
itt
e
d 
 
to 
 
t
h
e 
 
B
ui
l
di
n
g 
 
a
n
d 
 
S
afe
t
y
 
D
i
v
i
s
ion
 
for 
r
e
v
iew
 
and
 
ap
p
ro
v
al.
) (
P
a
g
e
 
2
 
o
f
 
3
)



 (
M
a
nd
a
t
o
r
y
 
Se
i
sm
i
c
 
R
e
t
r
o
f
i
t
 
P
r
og
r
a
m
F
A
Q
’
S
) (
H
o
w
 
m
u
ch d
o
es
 
a
 
Soft Sto
r
y
 
R
et
r
ofit cos
t
?
) (
A 
 
re
c
ent 
 
r
o
ugh 
 
o
r
der 
 
of 
 
m
a
g
nitu
d
e 
 
(
R
O
M
) 
 
c
o
s
t 
 
s
t
u
dy 
 
ana
ly
s
is 
 
c
o
nd
u
c
ted 
 
by 
 
the 
 
C
it
y
’s 
 
c
o
n
s
ul
t
an
t
s 
 
in
d
i
c
a
ted 
 
t
h
at 
 
a
 
m
ajo
r
ity 
 
of 
 
s
o
f
t-
s
tory 
 
ret
r
ofi
t
s 
 
are 
 
e
s
t
i
m
a
t
ed 
 
to 
 
be 
 
w
ithin 
 
the 
 
range 
 
o
f 
 
$40
,
000 
 
a
nd 
 
$160,
0
00. 
 
A
v
erage 
 
r
etro
f
it
 
c
o
n
s
tr
u
c
ti
o
n
 
c
o
s
ts
 
for
 
N
o
n-
D
u
c
ti
l
e
 
C
on
c
r
ete
 
a
n
d
 
P
re-
N
orthr
i
dge
 
S
te
e
l
 
M
o
m
ent
 
Fra
m
e
 
B
u
i
l
din
g
s
 
w
ere
 
e
s
ti
m
ated
 
t
o
 
v
ary
 bet
w
een
 
$50
 
to
 
$
1
00
 
per
 
s
qu
are
 
foot
 
of
 
b
u
il
d
ing
 
a
r
ea. 
 
T
h
e
s
e
 
e
s
t
i
m
ated
 
c
o
s
t
s
 
are
 
pro
v
i
d
ed
 
for
 
info
r
m
a
t
io
n
al
 
pur
p
o
s
es
 only
 
and
 
a
r
e
 
not
 
int
e
nded
 
t
o
 
be
 
u
s
ed
 
to
 
e
s
t
i
m
a
t
e
 
a
 
b
u
il
d
i
n
g
 
o
w
ner
'
s
 
indi
v
i
d
ual
 
r
e
trof
i
t
 
c
o
s
ts
 
a
s
 
e
a
c
h
 
b
ui
l
ding
 
v
a
r
ies
 
in
 
s
i
z
e
 
a
n
d
 
c
o
m
p
le
x
it
y.
) (
C
an 
r
ent s
t
abil
i
z
ed p
r
o
pe
r
t
y
 
o
w
ne
r
s
 
pa
s
s
 
a
 
p
o
r
tion of
 
c
o
sts
 
to t
e
nant
s
?
C
urrently
 
no,
 
ho
w
e
v
er,
 
prope
r
ty
 
o
w
ners
 
m
ay
 
file
 
a
 
req
u
e
s
t
 
f
or
 
a
 
rent
 
in
c
r
ea
s
e
 
if
 
the
 
pro
p
erty
 
o
w
ner
 
belie
v
es
 
c
o
s
ts
 
o
f
 
c
o
m
ple
t
ing
 
t
he
 
ret
r
ofit
 
w
ill
 
e
x
c
eed
 
the
 
net
 
o
pera
t
ing
 
i
n
c
o
m
e
 
for
 
their
 
pro
p
ert
y
.
 
M
ore
 
infor
m
ation
 
on
 
the
 
ap
p
li
c
ati
o
n
 
a
n
d
 requi
r
e
m
e
nts
 
of 
a
s
s
e
s
s
i
n
g
 
net
 
opera
t
ing
 
i
n
c
o
m
e
 
(
NO
I) is
 
a
v
a
i
lab
l
e
 
at 
w
w
w
.
w
eho.org/r
s
h
 
or
 
by
 
c
al
l
ing
 
323
-
848
-
645
0
.
O
v
er 
 
the 
 
ne
x
t 
 
few 
 
m
ont
h
s
, 
 
t
he 
 
C
ity 
 
i
s 
 
h
o
s
t
ing 
 
m
e
eti
n
gs 
 
t
o 
 
hear 
 
fr
o
m 
 
t
h
e 
 
c
o
m
m
u
n
it
y
, 
 
w
hile 
 
the 
 
R
e
nt 
 
S
t
ab
i
li
z
ati
o
n
 
C
o
mm
i
s
s
ion
 
anal
yz
es
 
w
heth
e
r
 
a
 
dir
e
c
t
 
c
o
s
t
 
p
a
s
s
-thr
o
ugh
 
w
ould
 
b
e
 
app
r
opr
i
ate
 
for
 
the
 
C
i
ty
 
C
oun
c
il
 
t
o
 
c
o
n
s
ider
 
a
s
 
a
n
 alter
n
ati
v
e
 
to
 
po
s
s
i
ble
 
rent
 
i
n
c
rea
s
e
s
.
 
S
e
i
sm
i
c
 
retro
f
itt
i
ng
 
is
 
an
 
i
m
p
o
rtant
 
c
o
m
m
u
n
it
y
w
ide
 
proj
e
c
t
 
and
 
w
e
 
w
ant
 
to
 
hear
 from
 
y
ou
 
on
 
how
 
c
o
s
ts
 
s
hou
l
d
 
be
 
s
har
e
d.
 
In
 
late
 
A
p
r
il
 
m
o
r
e
 
infor
m
at
i
on
 
on
 
u
p
c
o
m
ing
 
m
eeti
n
gs
 
a
n
d
 
oppor
t
uni
t
i
e
s
 
t
o
 
m
a
k
e
 
y
our
s
elf hea
r
d
 
w
ill
 
be
 
m
ail
e
d
 
to
 
all
 
rent 
s
t
abi
l
i
z
ed
 
t
en
a
nts
 
a
nd
 
lan
d
lor
d
s
.
 
A
n
 
o
n
li
n
e
 
s
ur
v
ey
 
w
ill
 
be
 
a
v
ai
l
ab
l
e
 
in
 
ea
r
ly
 
M
a
y
,
 
and
 
C
ity
 s
taff 
w
ill
 
be
 
v
i
s
i
t
ing
 
v
ari
o
us
 c
ity
 
e
v
en
t
s
 
in
 
an
 
e
f
fort
 
to
 
g
et
 
t
h
e
 
w
ork
 
out
 
a
nd
 
to
 
hear
 
y
our
 
t
h
ou
g
ht
s
.
 
T
he
 
C
i
ty
 
C
oun
c
il
 
c
o
uld
 
c
on
s
ider
 
a
 
r
e
c
o
mm
e
nda
t
ion
 
fr
o
m
 
the
 
R
ent
 
S
t
abi
l
i
z
ation
 
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
ion
 
a
s
 
e
a
rly
 
as
 
J
ul
y
,
 
201
8
.
 
For
 
m
o
r
e
 info
r
m
at
i
on
 
v
i
s
it 
w
w
w
.
w
eho.org/r
s
h
 
or 
c
all
 
323
-
848
-
645
0
.
) (
P
a
g
e
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o
f
 
3
)
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 (
M
a
nd
a
t
o
r
y
 
Se
i
sm
i
c
 
R
e
t
r
o
f
i
t
 
P
r
og
r
a
m
F
A
Q
’
S
) (
What is
 
t
he
 
pu
r
p
ose
 
of the
 
West 
H
ol
l
y
w
ood 
M
anda
t
o
r
y
 
S
eismic
 
R
et
r
ofit 
Pr
og
r
a
m?
) (
T
he 
 
purpo
s
e 
 
of 
 
t
h
e 
 
progr
a
m 
 
is 
 
to 
 
s
tr
e
ngt
h
en 
 
the 
 
C
it
y
’s 
 
e
x
i
s
t
i
ng 
 
pot
e
nt
i
ally 
 
v
ulner
a
ble 
 
b
uil
d
in
g
s
.  
 
T
here 
 
are 
 
c
erta
i
n
) (
bui
l
ding 
 
t
y
pes 
 
that 
 
h
i
s
tor
i
c
a
lly 
 
ha
v
e 
 
not 
 
far
e
d 
 
w
ell 
 
du
r
ing 
 
l
arger 
 
e
arth
q
ua
k
e
s
.
) (
T
he
s
e 
 
bui
l
din
g
s 
 
a
r
e 
 
re
q
uir
e
d 
 
to 
 
be
) (
e
v
aluat
e
d
 
t
o
 
d
ete
r
m
ine
 
if b
u
il
di
ng
 
s
tre
n
gth
e
ning
 
i
s
 
r
e
qui
r
ed. 
 
A
 
m
a
jor eart
h
qu
a
k
e
 
w
ill
 
not o
n
ly
 
be
 
life
 
thr
e
at
e
nin
g
,
 
b
ut
 
w
ill
 al
s
o 
 
d
a
m
a
ge 
 
ho
m
es 
 
and 
 
b
us
ine
s
s
e
s
, 
 
lea
d
ing 
 
to 
 
d
i
s
p
l
a
ce
m
ent 
 
a
n
d 
 
s
ig
n
if
i
c
ant 
 
e
c
o
n
o
m
i
c 
 
l
o
s
s
e
s
.  
 
T
he 
 
C
ity 
 
of 
 
W
es
t
 
H
oll
y
w
ood
 
is
 
ta
k
ing
 
t
h
is
 
p
r
oa
c
t
i
v
e
 
appro
a
c
h
 
to
 
r
e
du
c
e
 
the
 
r
is
k
 
of
 
de
v
a
s
t
at
i
on
 
and
 
lo
s
s
 
fr
o
m
 
a
 
m
ajor
 
e
arth
q
ua
k
e,
 
and
 
t
o
 help
 
w
ith r
e
c
o
v
ery
 
af
t
er
w
ard.
) (
What bu
i
ldin
g
s
 
a
r
e
 
p
a
r
t of t
h
is
 
p
r
og
r
a
m
?
) (
In
 
20
1
7, 
t
he
 
C
ity
 C
o
u
n
c
i
l
 
p
a
ss
ed
 
or
d
in
a
n
c
e
s
 
to
 
re
v
iew
 
and
 
s
t
rengt
h
en
 
t
hree
 
t
y
p
e
s
 
o
f e
x
i
s
ti
n
g
 
bu
i
ld
i
ng
s
:
) (



) (
W
oo
d-F
r
a
m
e
 
B
ui
l
di
n
gs
 
w
ith
 
S
oft,
 
W
ea
k
 
or 
O
pen
 
Fron
t
s
 
(
c
o
mm
o
nly
 
c
a
ll
e
d
 
S
oft
 
S
tory
 B
u
i
l
d
ing
s
)
 
N
on-
D
u
c
t
ile
 
C
o
n
c
r
ete
 
B
u
il
d
in
g
s
Pre-
N
orthr
i
dge
 
S
t
eel
 
Fra
m
e
 
B
uil
d
in
g
s
) (
A
r
e
 
condominium
 
t
y
pe
 
buildings
 
s
u
bject
 
to the
 
Or
dinan
c
e?
) (
S
oft
 
s
tory
 
c
o
nd
o
m
i
n
i
u
m
s
 
are
 
i
n
c
l
u
ded
 
in
 
the
 
S
e
i
s
m
ic
 
R
etrof
i
t
 
P
rogr
a
m
.  
 
O
nly
 
n
o
n-d
u
c
t
i
le
 
c
o
n
c
rete
 
a
n
d
 
pre-
N
orthr
i
d
ge
 
s
te
e
l
 
m
o
m
e
nt fr
a
m
e
 
c
o
n
d
o
m
i
n
ium
 
bu
i
ldi
n
gs
 
ha
v
e
 
b
e
en
 
e
x
e
m
pted
 
f
r
om
 
t
he
 
ordi
n
a
n
c
e.
) (
When do
 
the
 
o
r
d
inan
c
es
 
b
e
c
ome
 
ef
f
ecti
v
e?
) (
T
he
 
effe
c
t
i
v
e
 
da
t
es
 
are:
) (


) (
A
pril
 
1
, 2
0
18 
 
- 
 
S
oft 
S
t
ory
 B
ui
l
din
g
s
A
ugu
s
t
 
7,
 
2018 
 
- 
N
on-
D
u
c
t
i
le
 
C
on
c
re
t
e
 
a
n
d
 
P
re-
N
or
t
hri
d
ge
 
S
teel
 
M
o
m
ent
 
Fra
m
e
 
B
u
i
ld
i
n
g
s
) (
A
ltho
u
gh
 
t
he
 s
oft
-
s
tory
 
o
r
din
a
n
c
e
 
is
 
now effe
c
ti
v
e
 
(
a
s
 
of 
A
pr
i
l
 
1, 2018) a
n
d
 
t
h
e
 
n
o
n-
d
u
c
t
i
le
 c
o
n
c
rete
/
pre-
N
or
t
hri
d
ge
 s
t
eel
 
m
o
m
ent
 
fr
a
m
e
 
ord
i
na
n
c
e
 
w
ill
 
be
 
eff
e
c
ti
v
e
 
A
ug
u
s
t
 
7,
 
20
1
8,
 
t
h
e
 
requir
e
m
e
n
ts
 
a
n
d
 
ti
m
e
li
n
es
 
i
n
 
ea
c
h
 
o
r
d
in
a
n
c
e
 
for
 
s
e
i
sm
i
c
 retrofi
t
ti
n
g  
 
do
 
not
 
be
g
in
 
u
nt
i
l
 
t
he
 
pr
o
perty
 
o
w
ner
 
h
a
s
 
b
e
en
 
o
ffi
c
i
ally
 
n
ot
i
c
ed
 
by
 
the
 
C
i
ty
 
v
ia
 
a
 
c
e
r
tif
i
ed
 
lette
r
.   
 
T
he
 
C
i
t
y
 does 
 
not 
 
a
nt
i
c
i
p
ate 
 
i
s
s
ui
n
g 
 
a
ny 
 
noti
c
es 
 
t
o 
 
pr
o
perty 
 
o
w
ners 
 
un
t
il 
 
a 
 
ten
a
nt/o
w
ner 
 
c
o
s
t 
 
s
hare 
 
p
r
ogr
a
m 
 
h
a
s 
 
b
e
en 
 
f
u
lly
 e
x
plored
 
and
 
a
 
fr
a
m
e
w
ork
 
h
as
 
been
 
bro
u
ght 
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
C
ity
 C
ou
n
c
il
 
f
or t
h
eir 
r
e
v
ie
w.
) (
What a
r
e
 
t
he
 
b
enefits
 
of pe
r
f
o
r
ming a
 
sei
s
mic
 
r
et
r
o
fit?
) (
T
he 
 
C
ity 
 
is 
 
t
a
k
i
ng 
 
p
r
e
c
a
uti
on
ary 
 
m
e
a
s
ur
e
s 
 
to 
 
l
e
ss
e
n 
 
t
h
e 
 
poten
t
ial 
 
for 
 
c
at
a
s
tr
o
ph
i
c 
 
f
a
il
u
re 
 
of 
 
o
ur 
 
e
x
i
s
ti
n
g 
 
b
u
il
d
in
g
s
.
 
R
etrofit
t
ing
 
e
x
i
s
ting
 
b
uil
d
in
g
s
 
w
ill
 
prote
c
t
 
the
 
s
af
e
ty
 
of
 
the
 
p
eople
 
w
ho
 
l
i
v
e
 
and
 
w
ork
 
in
 
W
e
s
t
 
H
o
l
l
y
w
ood,
 
and
 
l
e
s
s
en
 
t
h
e
 e
c
o
n
o
m
i
c
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
 
fo
l
lo
w
ing
 
a
 m
ajor 
e
arth
q
ua
k
e.
) (
H
o
w
 
do
 
I kn
o
w
 
if
 
m
y
 
building is
 
i
n
clud
e
d in t
h
e
 
p
r
og
r
am
?
) (
The  
 
City  
 
has  
 
a  
 
survey  
 
of  
 
properties  
 
that  
 
a
r
e  
 
subject  
 
to  
 
the  
 
ordinance  
 
available  
 
on  
 
the  
 
City’s  
 
website
 at: 
 
www.weho.org/seismic
  
 
Being  
 
included  
 
in  
 
the  
 
survey  
 
is  
 
not  
 
confirmation  
 
that  
 
the  
 
building  
 
is  
 
structurally
 deficient, 
 
hazardous
 
or
 
unsafe. 
 
Further
 
evaluation
 
by
 
a
 
Civil
 
/Structural
 
Engineer
 
licensed
 
in
 
the
 
State
 
of
 
California
 
is
 required 
 
in 
 
order  
 
to  
 
determine  
 
if  
 
seismic  
 
strengthening  
 
is  
 
required  
 
or  
 
if  
 
the  
 
building  
 
meets  
 
the  
 
m
inimum
 requirements 
 
in 
 
th
e
 
Ordinances.
) (
P
a
g
e
 
1
 
o
f
 
3
)



 (
M
a
nd
a
t
o
r
y
 
Se
i
sm
i
c
 
R
e
t
r
o
f
i
t
 
P
r
og
r
a
m
F
A
Q
’
S
) (
D
oes
 
being
 
incl
u
ded
 
in
 
t
h
e
 
su
r
v
e
y
 
of
 
p
r
ope
r
ties
 
subj
ec
t
 
to
 
the
 
o
r
dina
n
ce
 
m
e
an
 
m
y
 
building
 
i
s
 
ha
z
a
r
dous
 
o
r
 
v
ulne
r
able?
) (
B
eing
 
i
n
c
lud
e
d
 
in
 
t
he
 
s
ur
v
ey
 
only
 
ind
i
c
a
t
es
 
t
h
at
 
a
 
b
ui
l
di
n
g
 
v
i
s
ually
 
a
p
pea
r
s
 
to
 
b
e
 
of
 
a
 s
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
 
c
o
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
on
 
t
y
pe
 
in
c
lu
d
ed
 
w
ithin
 
the
 
ord
i
na
n
c
e. 
 
Furt
h
er
 
e
v
aluat
i
on
 
by
 
a
 
pro
f
e
s
s
i
o
nal
 
w
ill
 
be
 
req
u
ired
 
to
 
d
ete
r
m
i
n
e
 
if 
r
e
trofit
t
ing
 
is
 
r
eq
u
ired.
) (
M
y
 
add
r
ess
 
is
 
i
n
clud
e
d in 
t
h
e
 
build
i
ng su
r
v
e
y
, how
 
long
 
do I ha
v
e
 
to
 
com
p
lete
 
m
y
 
r
e
t
r
ofit?
) (
T
he
 
ti
m
el
i
ne
 
and
 
re
q
uir
e
m
en
t
s
 
i
n
 
t
he
 
ord
i
na
n
c
es
 
do
 
n
ot
 
be
gin
 
unt
i
l
 
t
he
 
pro
p
erty
 
o
w
ner
 
r
e
c
ei
v
es
 
an
 
o
f
fi
c
ial
 
n
o
ti
c
e
 
f
r
o
m
 the
 
C
it
y
,
 
w
hi
c
h
 
w
ill
 
be
 
s
e
nt
 
by
 c
erti
f
ied
 m
a
i
l.
 
O
w
ners
 
of
 
s
o
f
t
 
s
tory
 
buil
d
in
g
s
 
ha
v
e
 
5
 
y
ea
r
s
 
af
t
er
 
re
c
e
i
v
ing
 
n
o
ti
c
e
 
to
 
a
ss
es
s
 and 
 
c
o
m
p
l
ete 
 
any 
 
n
e
c
e
s
s
ary 
 
retrofit
t
ing.  
 
O
w
ners 
 
of 
 
non
-
du
c
t
ile 
 
c
on
c
r
ete 
 
a
n
d 
 
pre-Nor
t
hridge 
 
s
te
e
l 
 
m
o
m
ent 
 
fr
a
m
e
 bui
l
din
g
s
 
h
a
v
e
 
20
 
y
ea
r
s
 
t
o
 
a
ss
e
s
s
 
and
 
c
o
m
p
l
ete
 
any
 
n
e
c
e
ss
ary
 
retrofi
t
tin
g
.
O
nce
 
I
 
r
ecei
v
e
 
noti
f
icat
i
on
 
f
r
om
 
the
 
C
i
t
y
 
that
 
m
y
 
building
 
is
 
inc
l
uded
 
in
 
t
he
 
S
e
i
smic
 
R
et
r
ofit
 
Pr
og
r
am,
 
w
hat
 
a
re
 
the
 
next
 
ste
p
s?
) (
A
s 
 
a 
 
pro
p
erty 
 
o
w
ner, 
 
h
ire
/
c
o
nta
c
t 
 
a 
 
l
i
c
e
n
s
ed 
 
c
i
v
il 
 
or 
 s
tr
u
c
tur
a
l 
 
e
ngi
n
eer, 
 
or 
 
ar
c
h
it
e
c
t 
 
w
ho 
 s
pe
c
ia
l
i
z
es 
 
in 
 
s
e
i
s
m
i
c
 
s
tre
n
gth
e
ning 
 
of
 
b
uil
d
in
g
s 
 
to 
 
f
urther
 
e
v
al
u
ate 
 
y
our
 
bui
l
di
n
g.  
 
T
here 
 
are 
 
4 
 
s
teps 
 
to 
 
c
o
m
pl
eting 
 
a 
 
retr
o
fit
 
for
 
s
o
ft
 
s
tory
 bui
l
din
g
s
.
) (
S
tep
 
1
 
–
 
S
u
b
m
it
 
a
 
S
c
r
ee
n
ing
 
R
eport
) (
S
tep
 
2
 
- 
S
u
b
m
it 
R
e
t
rofit
 
P
la
n
s
) (
S
tep
 
3
 
–
 
O
bta
i
n
 
a
 
bu
i
ld
i
ng
 
p
e
r
m
it 
a
nd
 
b
eg
i
n
 
c
on
s
tru
c
tion
) (
Step
 
4
 
–
 
Complete
 
Construction
) (
A 
RoadMap
 
to
 
Complian
c
e
 
is
 
available
 
to
 
assist you
 
with
 
the
 
4
 
step
 
process
 
for retrofitting
 
Soft Story
 
Buildings.
) (
Infor
m
at
i
on 
 
for 
 
N
on-
D
u
c
ti
l
e 
 
C
on
c
r
e
te 
 
a
n
d 
 
Pre-
N
or
t
hri
d
ge 
 
S
teel 
 
M
o
m
ent 
 
F
ra
m
e 
 
B
u
i
ld
i
ngs 
 
w
ill 
 
be 
 
a
v
ai
l
ab
l
e 
 
in 
 
A
ug
u
s
t
 2018.
) (
Who can
 
co
m
plete
 
a
 
st
r
u
ct
u
r
al e
v
aluation
 
and
 
ana
l
y
sis?
) (
A 
C
alifo
r
nia
 
li
c
en
s
ed
 
C
i
v
il
 
or 
S
tru
c
tu
r
al
 
E
n
gi
n
eer 
w
ill
 
be
 
able
 
to
 
per
f
orm
 
t
he
 s
t
r
u
c
t
ural
 
an
a
l
y
s
i
s
.
 T
he
s
e
 
p
r
of
e
ss
i
on
a
ls
 
m
ay
 be
 
found
 
through
 
several
 
professional
 
and
 
government re
s
ources:
) (
Registered
 
Professional
 
Licensed
 
Engineers: 
http://www.bpelsg.
c
a.gov/
) (
Structural
 
Engineering
 
Association
 
of So
 
Cal:
 
https://www.seaosc.org/Find-
a
n-Engineer
) (
What c
a
n I do
 
if I 
b
elie
v
e
 
m
y
 
building
 
i
s
 
n
ot su
b
ject to
 
the
 
o
r
dinan
c
e
 
or
 
h
as
 
h
a
d a
 
p
r
e
v
ious
 
r
et
r
ofit?
) (
T
he
 
fir
s
t
 
s
t
e
p
 
of
 
the
 
ret
r
ofit
 
p
r
o
c
e
s
s
 
i
s
 
to
 
c
o
m
p
l
ete
 
a
 
S
c
r
e
e
ning
 
R
e
p
ort
 
w
hi
c
h
 
is
 
a
v
a
i
la
b
le
 
by
 
the
 
C
it
y
.  
 
T
he
 
S
c
reeni
n
g
 
R
eport
 
is
 
int
e
nd
e
d
 
to
 
pro
v
i
d
e
 
ad
d
iti
o
nal
 
in
f
or
m
a
tion
 
to
 
de
t
e
r
m
ine
 
if
 
a
 
b
ui
l
di
n
g
 
i
s
 
i
n
 
t
he
 
s
c
ope
 
of
 
the
 
ord
i
na
n
c
e
 
and
 
a
 retrofit
 
is
 
r
e
qui
r
ed
 
or
 
if
 
t
h
e
 
bu
i
ldi
n
g
 
is
 
e
x
e
m
pt
 
fr
o
m
 
fu
r
ther
 
ev
aluati
o
n.
 
T
he
 
report
 
m
u
s
t
 
be
 
c
o
m
ple
t
ed
 
by
 
a
 
P
rof
e
s
s
io
na
l
 
E
ngin
e
er 
 
or 
 
A
r
c
hi
t
e
c
t 
 
l
i
c
e
n
s
e
d 
 
by 
 
the 
 
S
ta
t
e 
 
of 
 
C
a
lifo
r
nia 
 
and 
 
w
ill 
 
n
e
ed 
 
to 
 
be 
 
s
u
b
m
itt
e
d 
 
to 
 
t
h
e 
 
B
ui
l
di
n
g 
 
a
n
d 
 
S
afe
t
y
 
D
i
v
i
s
ion
 
for 
r
e
v
iew
 
and
 
ap
p
ro
v
al.
) (
P
a
g
e
 
2
 
o
f
 
3
)



 (
M
a
nd
a
t
o
r
y
 
Se
i
sm
i
c
 
R
e
t
r
o
f
i
t
 
P
r
og
r
a
m
F
A
Q
’
S
) (
H
o
w
 
m
u
ch d
o
es
 
a
 
Soft Sto
r
y
 
R
et
r
ofit cos
t
?
) (
A 
 
re
c
ent 
 
r
o
ugh 
 
o
r
der 
 
of 
 
m
a
g
nitu
d
e 
 
(
R
O
M
) 
 
c
o
s
t 
 
s
t
u
dy 
 
ana
ly
s
is 
 
c
o
nd
u
c
ted 
 
by 
 
the 
 
C
it
y
’s 
 
c
o
n
s
ul
t
an
t
s 
 
in
d
i
c
a
ted 
 
t
h
at 
 
a
 
m
ajo
r
ity 
 
of 
 
s
o
f
t-
s
tory 
 
ret
r
ofi
t
s 
 
are 
 
e
s
t
i
m
a
t
ed 
 
to 
 
be 
 
w
ithin 
 
the 
 
range 
 
o
f 
 
$40
,
000 
 
a
nd 
 
$160,
0
00. 
 
A
v
erage 
 
r
etro
f
it
 
c
o
n
s
tr
u
c
ti
o
n
 
c
o
s
ts
 
for
 
N
o
n-
D
u
c
ti
l
e
 
C
on
c
r
ete
 
a
n
d
 
P
re-
N
orthr
i
dge
 
S
te
e
l
 
M
o
m
ent
 
Fra
m
e
 
B
u
i
l
din
g
s
 
w
ere
 
e
s
ti
m
ated
 
t
o
 
v
ary
 bet
w
een
 
$50
 
to
 
$
1
00
 
per
 
s
qu
are
 
foot
 
of
 
b
u
il
d
ing
 
a
r
ea. 
 
T
h
e
s
e
 
e
s
t
i
m
ated
 
c
o
s
t
s
 
are
 
pro
v
i
d
ed
 
for
 
info
r
m
a
t
io
n
al
 
pur
p
o
s
es
 only
 
and
 
a
r
e
 
not
 
int
e
nded
 
t
o
 
be
 
u
s
ed
 
to
 
e
s
t
i
m
a
t
e
 
a
 
b
u
il
d
i
n
g
 
o
w
ner
'
s
 
indi
v
i
d
ual
 
r
e
trof
i
t
 
c
o
s
ts
 
a
s
 
e
a
c
h
 
b
ui
l
ding
 
v
a
r
ies
 
in
 
s
i
z
e
 
a
n
d
 
c
o
m
p
le
x
it
y.
) (
C
an 
r
ent s
t
abil
i
z
ed p
r
o
pe
r
t
y
 
o
w
ne
r
s
 
pa
s
s
 
a
 
p
o
r
tion of
 
c
o
sts
 
to t
e
nant
s
?
C
urrently
 
no,
 
ho
w
e
v
er,
 
prope
r
ty
 
o
w
ners
 
m
ay
 
file
 
a
 
req
u
e
s
t
 
f
or
 
a
 
rent
 
in
c
r
ea
s
e
 
if
 
the
 
pro
p
erty
 
o
w
ner
 
belie
v
es
 
c
o
s
ts
 
o
f
 
c
o
m
ple
t
ing
 
t
he
 
ret
r
ofit
 
w
ill
 
e
x
c
eed
 
the
 
net
 
o
pera
t
ing
 
i
n
c
o
m
e
 
for
 
their
 
pro
p
ert
y
.
 
M
ore
 
infor
m
ation
 
on
 
the
 
ap
p
li
c
ati
o
n
 
a
n
d
 requi
r
e
m
e
nts
 
of 
a
s
s
e
s
s
i
n
g
 
net
 
opera
t
ing
 
i
n
c
o
m
e
 
(
NO
I) is
 
a
v
a
i
lab
l
e
 
at 
w
w
w
.
w
eho.org/r
s
h
 
or
 
by
 
c
al
l
ing
 
323
-
848
-
645
0
.
O
v
er 
 
the 
 
ne
x
t 
 
few 
 
m
ont
h
s
, 
 
t
he 
 
C
ity 
 
i
s 
 
h
o
s
t
ing 
 
m
e
eti
n
gs 
 
t
o 
 
hear 
 
fr
o
m 
 
t
h
e 
 
c
o
m
m
u
n
it
y
, 
 
w
hile 
 
the 
 
R
e
nt 
 
S
t
ab
i
li
z
ati
o
n
 
C
o
mm
i
s
s
ion
 
anal
yz
es
 
w
heth
e
r
 
a
 
dir
e
c
t
 
c
o
s
t
 
p
a
s
s
-thr
o
ugh
 
w
ould
 
b
e
 
app
r
opr
i
ate
 
for
 
the
 
C
i
ty
 
C
oun
c
il
 
t
o
 
c
o
n
s
ider
 
a
s
 
a
n
 alter
n
ati
v
e
 
to
 
po
s
s
i
ble
 
rent
 
i
n
c
rea
s
e
s
.
 
S
e
i
sm
i
c
 
retro
f
itt
i
ng
 
is
 
an
 
i
m
p
o
rtant
 
c
o
m
m
u
n
it
y
w
ide
 
proj
e
c
t
 
and
 
w
e
 
w
ant
 
to
 
hear
 from
 
y
ou
 
on
 
how
 
c
o
s
ts
 
s
hou
l
d
 
be
 
s
har
e
d.
 
In
 
late
 
A
p
r
il
 
m
o
r
e
 
infor
m
at
i
on
 
on
 
u
p
c
o
m
ing
 
m
eeti
n
gs
 
a
n
d
 
oppor
t
uni
t
i
e
s
 
t
o
 
m
a
k
e
 
y
our
s
elf hea
r
d
 
w
ill
 
be
 
m
ail
e
d
 
to
 
all
 
rent 
s
t
abi
l
i
z
ed
 
t
en
a
nts
 
a
nd
 
lan
d
lor
d
s
.
 
A
n
 
o
n
li
n
e
 
s
ur
v
ey
 
w
ill
 
be
 
a
v
ai
l
ab
l
e
 
in
 
ea
r
ly
 
M
a
y
,
 
and
 
C
ity
 s
taff 
w
ill
 
be
 
v
i
s
i
t
ing
 
v
ari
o
us
 c
ity
 
e
v
en
t
s
 
in
 
an
 
e
f
fort
 
to
 
g
et
 
t
h
e
 
w
ork
 
out
 
a
nd
 
to
 
hear
 
y
our
 
t
h
ou
g
ht
s
.
 
T
he
 
C
i
ty
 
C
oun
c
il
 
c
o
uld
 
c
on
s
ider
 
a
 
r
e
c
o
mm
e
nda
t
ion
 
fr
o
m
 
the
 
R
ent
 
S
t
abi
l
i
z
ation
 
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
ion
 
a
s
 
e
a
rly
 
as
 
J
ul
y
,
 
201
8
.
 
For
 
m
o
r
e
 info
r
m
at
i
on
 
v
i
s
it 
w
w
w
.
w
eho.org/r
s
h
 
or 
c
all
 
323
-
848
-
645
0
.
) (
P
a
g
e
 
3
 
o
f
 
3
)
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 (
M
a
nd
a
t
o
r
y
 
Se
i
sm
i
c
 
R
e
t
r
o
f
i
t
 
P
r
og
r
a
m
F
A
Q
’
S
) (
What is
 
t
he
 
pu
r
p
ose
 
of the
 
West 
H
ol
l
y
w
ood 
M
anda
t
o
r
y
 
S
eismic
 
R
et
r
ofit 
Pr
og
r
a
m?
) (
T
he 
 
purpo
s
e 
 
of 
 
t
h
e 
 
progr
a
m 
 
is 
 
to 
 
s
tr
e
ngt
h
en 
 
the 
 
C
it
y
’s 
 
e
x
i
s
t
i
ng 
 
pot
e
nt
i
ally 
 
v
ulner
a
ble 
 
b
uil
d
in
g
s
.  
 
T
here 
 
are 
 
c
erta
i
n
) (
bui
l
ding 
 
t
y
pes 
 
that 
 
h
i
s
tor
i
c
a
lly 
 
ha
v
e 
 
not 
 
far
e
d 
 
w
ell 
 
du
r
ing 
 
l
arger 
 
e
arth
q
ua
k
e
s
.
) (
T
he
s
e 
 
bui
l
din
g
s 
 
a
r
e 
 
re
q
uir
e
d 
 
to 
 
be
) (
e
v
aluat
e
d
 
t
o
 
d
ete
r
m
ine
 
if b
u
il
di
ng
 
s
tre
n
gth
e
ning
 
i
s
 
r
e
qui
r
ed. 
 
A
 
m
a
jor eart
h
qu
a
k
e
 
w
ill
 
not o
n
ly
 
be
 
life
 
thr
e
at
e
nin
g
,
 
b
ut
 
w
ill
 al
s
o 
 
d
a
m
a
ge 
 
ho
m
es 
 
and 
 
b
us
ine
s
s
e
s
, 
 
lea
d
ing 
 
to 
 
d
i
s
p
l
a
ce
m
ent 
 
a
n
d 
 
s
ig
n
if
i
c
ant 
 
e
c
o
n
o
m
i
c 
 
l
o
s
s
e
s
.  
 
T
he 
 
C
ity 
 
of 
 
W
es
t
 
H
oll
y
w
ood
 
is
 
ta
k
ing
 
t
h
is
 
p
r
oa
c
t
i
v
e
 
appro
a
c
h
 
to
 
r
e
du
c
e
 
the
 
r
is
k
 
of
 
de
v
a
s
t
at
i
on
 
and
 
lo
s
s
 
fr
o
m
 
a
 
m
ajor
 
e
arth
q
ua
k
e,
 
and
 
t
o
 help
 
w
ith r
e
c
o
v
ery
 
af
t
er
w
ard.
) (
What bu
i
ldin
g
s
 
a
r
e
 
p
a
r
t of t
h
is
 
p
r
og
r
a
m
?
) (
In
 
20
1
7, 
t
he
 
C
ity
 C
o
u
n
c
i
l
 
p
a
ss
ed
 
or
d
in
a
n
c
e
s
 
to
 
re
v
iew
 
and
 
s
t
rengt
h
en
 
t
hree
 
t
y
p
e
s
 
o
f e
x
i
s
ti
n
g
 
bu
i
ld
i
ng
s
:
) (



) (
W
oo
d-F
r
a
m
e
 
B
ui
l
di
n
gs
 
w
ith
 
S
oft,
 
W
ea
k
 
or 
O
pen
 
Fron
t
s
 
(
c
o
mm
o
nly
 
c
a
ll
e
d
 
S
oft
 
S
tory
 B
u
i
l
d
ing
s
)
 
N
on-
D
u
c
t
ile
 
C
o
n
c
r
ete
 
B
u
il
d
in
g
s
Pre-
N
orthr
i
dge
 
S
t
eel
 
Fra
m
e
 
B
uil
d
in
g
s
) (
A
r
e
 
condominium
 
t
y
pe
 
buildings
 
s
u
bject
 
to the
 
Or
dinan
c
e?
) (
S
oft
 
s
tory
 
c
o
nd
o
m
i
n
i
u
m
s
 
are
 
i
n
c
l
u
ded
 
in
 
the
 
S
e
i
s
m
ic
 
R
etrof
i
t
 
P
rogr
a
m
.  
 
O
nly
 
n
o
n-d
u
c
t
i
le
 
c
o
n
c
rete
 
a
n
d
 
pre-
N
orthr
i
d
ge
 
s
te
e
l
 
m
o
m
e
nt fr
a
m
e
 
c
o
n
d
o
m
i
n
ium
 
bu
i
ldi
n
gs
 
ha
v
e
 
b
e
en
 
e
x
e
m
pted
 
f
r
om
 
t
he
 
ordi
n
a
n
c
e.
) (
When do
 
the
 
o
r
d
inan
c
es
 
b
e
c
ome
 
ef
f
ecti
v
e?
) (
T
he
 
effe
c
t
i
v
e
 
da
t
es
 
are:
) (


) (
A
pril
 
1
, 2
0
18 
 
- 
 
S
oft 
S
t
ory
 B
ui
l
din
g
s
A
ugu
s
t
 
7,
 
2018 
 
- 
N
on-
D
u
c
t
i
le
 
C
on
c
re
t
e
 
a
n
d
 
P
re-
N
or
t
hri
d
ge
 
S
teel
 
M
o
m
ent
 
Fra
m
e
 
B
u
i
ld
i
n
g
s
) (
A
ltho
u
gh
 
t
he
 s
oft
-
s
tory
 
o
r
din
a
n
c
e
 
is
 
now effe
c
ti
v
e
 
(
a
s
 
of 
A
pr
i
l
 
1, 2018) a
n
d
 
t
h
e
 
n
o
n-
d
u
c
t
i
le
 c
o
n
c
rete
/
pre-
N
or
t
hri
d
ge
 s
t
eel
 
m
o
m
ent
 
fr
a
m
e
 
ord
i
na
n
c
e
 
w
ill
 
be
 
eff
e
c
ti
v
e
 
A
ug
u
s
t
 
7,
 
20
1
8,
 
t
h
e
 
requir
e
m
e
n
ts
 
a
n
d
 
ti
m
e
li
n
es
 
i
n
 
ea
c
h
 
o
r
d
in
a
n
c
e
 
for
 
s
e
i
sm
i
c
 retrofi
t
ti
n
g  
 
do
 
not
 
be
g
in
 
u
nt
i
l
 
t
he
 
pr
o
perty
 
o
w
ner
 
h
a
s
 
b
e
en
 
o
ffi
c
i
ally
 
n
ot
i
c
ed
 
by
 
the
 
C
i
ty
 
v
ia
 
a
 
c
e
r
tif
i
ed
 
lette
r
.   
 
T
he
 
C
i
t
y
 does 
 
not 
 
a
nt
i
c
i
p
ate 
 
i
s
s
ui
n
g 
 
a
ny 
 
noti
c
es 
 
t
o 
 
pr
o
perty 
 
o
w
ners 
 
un
t
il 
 
a 
 
ten
a
nt/o
w
ner 
 
c
o
s
t 
 
s
hare 
 
p
r
ogr
a
m 
 
h
a
s 
 
b
e
en 
 
f
u
lly
 e
x
plored
 
and
 
a
 
fr
a
m
e
w
ork
 
h
as
 
been
 
bro
u
ght 
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
C
ity
 C
ou
n
c
il
 
f
or t
h
eir 
r
e
v
ie
w.
) (
What a
r
e
 
t
he
 
b
enefits
 
of pe
r
f
o
r
ming a
 
sei
s
mic
 
r
et
r
o
fit?
) (
T
he 
 
C
ity 
 
is 
 
t
a
k
i
ng 
 
p
r
e
c
a
uti
on
ary 
 
m
e
a
s
ur
e
s 
 
to 
 
l
e
ss
e
n 
 
t
h
e 
 
poten
t
ial 
 
for 
 
c
at
a
s
tr
o
ph
i
c 
 
f
a
il
u
re 
 
of 
 
o
ur 
 
e
x
i
s
ti
n
g 
 
b
u
il
d
in
g
s
.
 
R
etrofit
t
ing
 
e
x
i
s
ting
 
b
uil
d
in
g
s
 
w
ill
 
prote
c
t
 
the
 
s
af
e
ty
 
of
 
the
 
p
eople
 
w
ho
 
l
i
v
e
 
and
 
w
ork
 
in
 
W
e
s
t
 
H
o
l
l
y
w
ood,
 
and
 
l
e
s
s
en
 
t
h
e
 e
c
o
n
o
m
i
c
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
 
fo
l
lo
w
ing
 
a
 m
ajor 
e
arth
q
ua
k
e.
) (
H
o
w
 
do
 
I kn
o
w
 
if
 
m
y
 
building is
 
i
n
clud
e
d in t
h
e
 
p
r
og
r
am
?
) (
The  
 
City  
 
has  
 
a  
 
survey  
 
of  
 
properties  
 
that  
 
a
r
e  
 
subject  
 
to  
 
the  
 
ordinance  
 
available  
 
on  
 
the  
 
City’s  
 
website
 at: 
 
www.weho.org/seismic
  
 
Being  
 
included  
 
in  
 
the  
 
survey  
 
is  
 
not  
 
confirmation  
 
that  
 
the  
 
building  
 
is  
 
structurally
 deficient, 
 
hazardous
 
or
 
unsafe. 
 
Further
 
evaluation
 
by
 
a
 
Civil
 
/Structural
 
Engineer
 
licensed
 
in
 
the
 
State
 
of
 
California
 
is
 required 
 
in 
 
order  
 
to  
 
determine  
 
if  
 
seismic  
 
strengthening  
 
is  
 
required  
 
or  
 
if  
 
the  
 
building  
 
meets  
 
the  
 
m
inimum
 requirements 
 
in 
 
th
e
 
Ordinances.
) (
P
a
g
e
 
1
 
o
f
 
3
)



 (
M
a
nd
a
t
o
r
y
 
Se
i
sm
i
c
 
R
e
t
r
o
f
i
t
 
P
r
og
r
a
m
F
A
Q
’
S
) (
D
oes
 
being
 
incl
u
ded
 
in
 
t
h
e
 
su
r
v
e
y
 
of
 
p
r
ope
r
ties
 
subj
ec
t
 
to
 
the
 
o
r
dina
n
ce
 
m
e
an
 
m
y
 
building
 
i
s
 
ha
z
a
r
dous
 
o
r
 
v
ulne
r
able?
) (
B
eing
 
i
n
c
lud
e
d
 
in
 
t
he
 
s
ur
v
ey
 
only
 
ind
i
c
a
t
es
 
t
h
at
 
a
 
b
ui
l
di
n
g
 
v
i
s
ually
 
a
p
pea
r
s
 
to
 
b
e
 
of
 
a
 s
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
 
c
o
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
on
 
t
y
pe
 
in
c
lu
d
ed
 
w
ithin
 
the
 
ord
i
na
n
c
e. 
 
Furt
h
er
 
e
v
aluat
i
on
 
by
 
a
 
pro
f
e
s
s
i
o
nal
 
w
ill
 
be
 
req
u
ired
 
to
 
d
ete
r
m
i
n
e
 
if 
r
e
trofit
t
ing
 
is
 
r
eq
u
ired.
) (
M
y
 
add
r
ess
 
is
 
i
n
clud
e
d in 
t
h
e
 
build
i
ng su
r
v
e
y
, how
 
long
 
do I ha
v
e
 
to
 
com
p
lete
 
m
y
 
r
e
t
r
ofit?
) (
T
he
 
ti
m
el
i
ne
 
and
 
re
q
uir
e
m
en
t
s
 
i
n
 
t
he
 
ord
i
na
n
c
es
 
do
 
n
ot
 
be
gin
 
unt
i
l
 
t
he
 
pro
p
erty
 
o
w
ner
 
r
e
c
ei
v
es
 
an
 
o
f
fi
c
ial
 
n
o
ti
c
e
 
f
r
o
m
 the
 
C
it
y
,
 
w
hi
c
h
 
w
ill
 
be
 
s
e
nt
 
by
 c
erti
f
ied
 m
a
i
l.
 
O
w
ners
 
of
 
s
o
f
t
 
s
tory
 
buil
d
in
g
s
 
ha
v
e
 
5
 
y
ea
r
s
 
af
t
er
 
re
c
e
i
v
ing
 
n
o
ti
c
e
 
to
 
a
ss
es
s
 and 
 
c
o
m
p
l
ete 
 
any 
 
n
e
c
e
s
s
ary 
 
retrofit
t
ing.  
 
O
w
ners 
 
of 
 
non
-
du
c
t
ile 
 
c
on
c
r
ete 
 
a
n
d 
 
pre-Nor
t
hridge 
 
s
te
e
l 
 
m
o
m
ent 
 
fr
a
m
e
 bui
l
din
g
s
 
h
a
v
e
 
20
 
y
ea
r
s
 
t
o
 
a
ss
e
s
s
 
and
 
c
o
m
p
l
ete
 
any
 
n
e
c
e
ss
ary
 
retrofi
t
tin
g
.
O
nce
 
I
 
r
ecei
v
e
 
noti
f
icat
i
on
 
f
r
om
 
the
 
C
i
t
y
 
that
 
m
y
 
building
 
is
 
inc
l
uded
 
in
 
t
he
 
S
e
i
smic
 
R
et
r
ofit
 
Pr
og
r
am,
 
w
hat
 
a
re
 
the
 
next
 
ste
p
s?
) (
A
s 
 
a 
 
pro
p
erty 
 
o
w
ner, 
 
h
ire
/
c
o
nta
c
t 
 
a 
 
l
i
c
e
n
s
ed 
 
c
i
v
il 
 
or 
 s
tr
u
c
tur
a
l 
 
e
ngi
n
eer, 
 
or 
 
ar
c
h
it
e
c
t 
 
w
ho 
 s
pe
c
ia
l
i
z
es 
 
in 
 
s
e
i
s
m
i
c
 
s
tre
n
gth
e
ning 
 
of
 
b
uil
d
in
g
s 
 
to 
 
f
urther
 
e
v
al
u
ate 
 
y
our
 
bui
l
di
n
g.  
 
T
here 
 
are 
 
4 
 
s
teps 
 
to 
 
c
o
m
pl
eting 
 
a 
 
retr
o
fit
 
for
 
s
o
ft
 
s
tory
 bui
l
din
g
s
.
) (
S
tep
 
1
 
–
 
S
u
b
m
it
 
a
 
S
c
r
ee
n
ing
 
R
eport
) (
S
tep
 
2
 
- 
S
u
b
m
it 
R
e
t
rofit
 
P
la
n
s
) (
S
tep
 
3
 
–
 
O
bta
i
n
 
a
 
bu
i
ld
i
ng
 
p
e
r
m
it 
a
nd
 
b
eg
i
n
 
c
on
s
tru
c
tion
) (
Step
 
4
 
–
 
Complete
 
Construction
) (
A 
RoadMap
 
to
 
Complian
c
e
 
is
 
available
 
to
 
assist you
 
with
 
the
 
4
 
step
 
process
 
for retrofitting
 
Soft Story
 
Buildings.
) (
Infor
m
at
i
on 
 
for 
 
N
on-
D
u
c
ti
l
e 
 
C
on
c
r
e
te 
 
a
n
d 
 
Pre-
N
or
t
hri
d
ge 
 
S
teel 
 
M
o
m
ent 
 
F
ra
m
e 
 
B
u
i
ld
i
ngs 
 
w
ill 
 
be 
 
a
v
ai
l
ab
l
e 
 
in 
 
A
ug
u
s
t
 2018.
) (
Who can
 
co
m
plete
 
a
 
st
r
u
ct
u
r
al e
v
aluation
 
and
 
ana
l
y
sis?
) (
A 
C
alifo
r
nia
 
li
c
en
s
ed
 
C
i
v
il
 
or 
S
tru
c
tu
r
al
 
E
n
gi
n
eer 
w
ill
 
be
 
able
 
to
 
per
f
orm
 
t
he
 s
t
r
u
c
t
ural
 
an
a
l
y
s
i
s
.
 T
he
s
e
 
p
r
of
e
ss
i
on
a
ls
 
m
ay
 be
 
found
 
through
 
several
 
professional
 
and
 
government re
s
ources:
) (
Registered
 
Professional
 
Licensed
 
Engineers: 
http://www.bpelsg.
c
a.gov/
) (
Structural
 
Engineering
 
Association
 
of So
 
Cal:
 
https://www.seaosc.org/Find-
a
n-Engineer
) (
What c
a
n I do
 
if I 
b
elie
v
e
 
m
y
 
building
 
i
s
 
n
ot su
b
ject to
 
the
 
o
r
dinan
c
e
 
or
 
h
as
 
h
a
d a
 
p
r
e
v
ious
 
r
et
r
ofit?
) (
T
he
 
fir
s
t
 
s
t
e
p
 
of
 
the
 
ret
r
ofit
 
p
r
o
c
e
s
s
 
i
s
 
to
 
c
o
m
p
l
ete
 
a
 
S
c
r
e
e
ning
 
R
e
p
ort
 
w
hi
c
h
 
is
 
a
v
a
i
la
b
le
 
by
 
the
 
C
it
y
.  
 
T
he
 
S
c
reeni
n
g
 
R
eport
 
is
 
int
e
nd
e
d
 
to
 
pro
v
i
d
e
 
ad
d
iti
o
nal
 
in
f
or
m
a
tion
 
to
 
de
t
e
r
m
ine
 
if
 
a
 
b
ui
l
di
n
g
 
i
s
 
i
n
 
t
he
 
s
c
ope
 
of
 
the
 
ord
i
na
n
c
e
 
and
 
a
 retrofit
 
is
 
r
e
qui
r
ed
 
or
 
if
 
t
h
e
 
bu
i
ldi
n
g
 
is
 
e
x
e
m
pt
 
fr
o
m
 
fu
r
ther
 
ev
aluati
o
n.
 
T
he
 
report
 
m
u
s
t
 
be
 
c
o
m
ple
t
ed
 
by
 
a
 
P
rof
e
s
s
io
na
l
 
E
ngin
e
er 
 
or 
 
A
r
c
hi
t
e
c
t 
 
l
i
c
e
n
s
e
d 
 
by 
 
the 
 
S
ta
t
e 
 
of 
 
C
a
lifo
r
nia 
 
and 
 
w
ill 
 
n
e
ed 
 
to 
 
be 
 
s
u
b
m
itt
e
d 
 
to 
 
t
h
e 
 
B
ui
l
di
n
g 
 
a
n
d 
 
S
afe
t
y
 
D
i
v
i
s
ion
 
for 
r
e
v
iew
 
and
 
ap
p
ro
v
al.
) (
P
a
g
e
 
2
 
o
f
 
3
)



 (
M
a
nd
a
t
o
r
y
 
Se
i
sm
i
c
 
R
e
t
r
o
f
i
t
 
P
r
og
r
a
m
F
A
Q
’
S
) (
H
o
w
 
m
u
ch d
o
es
 
a
 
Soft Sto
r
y
 
R
et
r
ofit cos
t
?
) (
A 
 
re
c
ent 
 
r
o
ugh 
 
o
r
der 
 
of 
 
m
a
g
nitu
d
e 
 
(
R
O
M
) 
 
c
o
s
t 
 
s
t
u
dy 
 
ana
ly
s
is 
 
c
o
nd
u
c
ted 
 
by 
 
the 
 
C
it
y
’s 
 
c
o
n
s
ul
t
an
t
s 
 
in
d
i
c
a
ted 
 
t
h
at 
 
a
 
m
ajo
r
ity 
 
of 
 
s
o
f
t-
s
tory 
 
ret
r
ofi
t
s 
 
are 
 
e
s
t
i
m
a
t
ed 
 
to 
 
be 
 
w
ithin 
 
the 
 
range 
 
o
f 
 
$40
,
000 
 
a
nd 
 
$160,
0
00. 
 
A
v
erage 
 
r
etro
f
it
 
c
o
n
s
tr
u
c
ti
o
n
 
c
o
s
ts
 
for
 
N
o
n-
D
u
c
ti
l
e
 
C
on
c
r
ete
 
a
n
d
 
P
re-
N
orthr
i
dge
 
S
te
e
l
 
M
o
m
ent
 
Fra
m
e
 
B
u
i
l
din
g
s
 
w
ere
 
e
s
ti
m
ated
 
t
o
 
v
ary
 bet
w
een
 
$50
 
to
 
$
1
00
 
per
 
s
qu
are
 
foot
 
of
 
b
u
il
d
ing
 
a
r
ea. 
 
T
h
e
s
e
 
e
s
t
i
m
ated
 
c
o
s
t
s
 
are
 
pro
v
i
d
ed
 
for
 
info
r
m
a
t
io
n
al
 
pur
p
o
s
es
 only
 
and
 
a
r
e
 
not
 
int
e
nded
 
t
o
 
be
 
u
s
ed
 
to
 
e
s
t
i
m
a
t
e
 
a
 
b
u
il
d
i
n
g
 
o
w
ner
'
s
 
indi
v
i
d
ual
 
r
e
trof
i
t
 
c
o
s
ts
 
a
s
 
e
a
c
h
 
b
ui
l
ding
 
v
a
r
ies
 
in
 
s
i
z
e
 
a
n
d
 
c
o
m
p
le
x
it
y.
) (
C
an 
r
ent s
t
abil
i
z
ed p
r
o
pe
r
t
y
 
o
w
ne
r
s
 
pa
s
s
 
a
 
p
o
r
tion of
 
c
o
sts
 
to t
e
nant
s
?
C
urrently
 
no,
 
ho
w
e
v
er,
 
prope
r
ty
 
o
w
ners
 
m
ay
 
file
 
a
 
req
u
e
s
t
 
f
or
 
a
 
rent
 
in
c
r
ea
s
e
 
if
 
the
 
pro
p
erty
 
o
w
ner
 
belie
v
es
 
c
o
s
ts
 
o
f
 
c
o
m
ple
t
ing
 
t
he
 
ret
r
ofit
 
w
ill
 
e
x
c
eed
 
the
 
net
 
o
pera
t
ing
 
i
n
c
o
m
e
 
for
 
their
 
pro
p
ert
y
.
 
M
ore
 
infor
m
ation
 
on
 
the
 
ap
p
li
c
ati
o
n
 
a
n
d
 requi
r
e
m
e
nts
 
of 
a
s
s
e
s
s
i
n
g
 
net
 
opera
t
ing
 
i
n
c
o
m
e
 
(
NO
I) is
 
a
v
a
i
lab
l
e
 
at 
w
w
w
.
w
eho.org/r
s
h
 
or
 
by
 
c
al
l
ing
 
323
-
848
-
645
0
.
O
v
er 
 
the 
 
ne
x
t 
 
few 
 
m
ont
h
s
, 
 
t
he 
 
C
ity 
 
i
s 
 
h
o
s
t
ing 
 
m
e
eti
n
gs 
 
t
o 
 
hear 
 
fr
o
m 
 
t
h
e 
 
c
o
m
m
u
n
it
y
, 
 
w
hile 
 
the 
 
R
e
nt 
 
S
t
ab
i
li
z
ati
o
n
 
C
o
mm
i
s
s
ion
 
anal
yz
es
 
w
heth
e
r
 
a
 
dir
e
c
t
 
c
o
s
t
 
p
a
s
s
-thr
o
ugh
 
w
ould
 
b
e
 
app
r
opr
i
ate
 
for
 
the
 
C
i
ty
 
C
oun
c
il
 
t
o
 
c
o
n
s
ider
 
a
s
 
a
n
 alter
n
ati
v
e
 
to
 
po
s
s
i
ble
 
rent
 
i
n
c
rea
s
e
s
.
 
S
e
i
sm
i
c
 
retro
f
itt
i
ng
 
is
 
an
 
i
m
p
o
rtant
 
c
o
m
m
u
n
it
y
w
ide
 
proj
e
c
t
 
and
 
w
e
 
w
ant
 
to
 
hear
 from
 
y
ou
 
on
 
how
 
c
o
s
ts
 
s
hou
l
d
 
be
 
s
har
e
d.
 
In
 
late
 
A
p
r
il
 
m
o
r
e
 
infor
m
at
i
on
 
on
 
u
p
c
o
m
ing
 
m
eeti
n
gs
 
a
n
d
 
oppor
t
uni
t
i
e
s
 
t
o
 
m
a
k
e
 
y
our
s
elf hea
r
d
 
w
ill
 
be
 
m
ail
e
d
 
to
 
all
 
rent 
s
t
abi
l
i
z
ed
 
t
en
a
nts
 
a
nd
 
lan
d
lor
d
s
.
 
A
n
 
o
n
li
n
e
 
s
ur
v
ey
 
w
ill
 
be
 
a
v
ai
l
ab
l
e
 
in
 
ea
r
ly
 
M
a
y
,
 
and
 
C
ity
 s
taff 
w
ill
 
be
 
v
i
s
i
t
ing
 
v
ari
o
us
 c
ity
 
e
v
en
t
s
 
in
 
an
 
e
f
fort
 
to
 
g
et
 
t
h
e
 
w
ork
 
out
 
a
nd
 
to
 
hear
 
y
our
 
t
h
ou
g
ht
s
.
 
T
he
 
C
i
ty
 
C
oun
c
il
 
c
o
uld
 
c
on
s
ider
 
a
 
r
e
c
o
mm
e
nda
t
ion
 
fr
o
m
 
the
 
R
ent
 
S
t
abi
l
i
z
ation
 
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
ion
 
a
s
 
e
a
rly
 
as
 
J
ul
y
,
 
201
8
.
 
For
 
m
o
r
e
 info
r
m
at
i
on
 
v
i
s
it 
w
w
w
.
w
eho.org/r
s
h
 
or 
c
all
 
323
-
848
-
645
0
.
) (
P
a
g
e
 
3
 
o
f
 
3
)

image1.jpeg

City of West Hollywood
Calfornia 1984






Form user
File attachment on: 2018/05/18 13:43:21


Cost Sharing Options for Mandatory Seismic Retrofitting

ATTACHMENT A

March 8, 2018



Cost Sharing Options for Mandatory Seismic Retrofitting	ATTACHMENT A

[bookmark: _GoBack]March 8, 2018



RENT STABILIZATION COMMISSION			                        MARCH 8, 2018

NEW BUSINESS							



SUBJECT:  	COST SHARING OPTIONS FOR MANDATORY SEISMIC RETROFITTING AND POSSIBLE RECOMMENDATIONS ON GUIDING POLICIES FOR FURTHER ANALYSIS



INITIATED BY: 	HUMAN SERVICES AND RENT STABILIZATION DEPARTMENT

	(Peter Noonan, Acting Director)

	(Chris Uszler, Information Coordinator)

	 



STATEMENT ON THE SUBJECT:

The Rent Stabilization Commission will receive additional information on the City’s upward rent adjustment approach, cost sharing approaches used by other rent stabilized jurisdictions, and a summary of public input received at recent community events, and consider formulating recommendations for the City Council to consider when setting initial guiding policies for further analysis of potential revisions to the current rent adjustment application or creation of a pass-through option.

RECOMMENDATION:

Receive the report and attachments and discuss. If appropriate, form initial recommendations for the City Council to consider when setting guiding policy for further analysis of a cost sharing approach for mandatory seismic retrofitting in West Hollywood.

BACKGROUND ANALYSIS:

On January 25, 2018, the Rent Stabilization Commission reviewed the upward rent adjustment application in the RSO, which allows a property owner to request a rent increase when total certain costs at a property exceed rents. 

The Commission’s review was prompted by the City’s mandatory seismic retrofitting requirements which will take effect on April 1, 2018 for soft-story buildings, and August 7, 2018 for non-ductile concrete and steel moment frame buildings. Although the requirements become effective on these dates, property owners will not be required to act until receiving notice from the City. Once notified, a property owner must complete an engineering report and then complete all needed retrofitting within five years for soft-story buildings, 20 years for non-ductile concrete and steel moment frame buildings.

Currently, through the RSO upward rent adjustment application a property owner of rent stabilized property may request essentially to pass on seismic retrofitting costs to tenants when all costs associated with the property plus the seismic retrofitting costs (spread out over 30 years, e.g. amortized to 30 years) exceed the income at the building (e.g. total rents). The rent adjustment is applied to each tenant’s base rent and therefore is a permanent increase. This is the approach used by the City of Santa Monica. In contrast San Francisco and Los Angeles have established a cost pass through allowing property owners to pass through a specific dollar amount to each tenant for a specific period of time, 10 years in Los Angeles and 20 years in San Francisco.

Although, the Rent Stabilization Commission’s review of the upward rent adjustment was not focused only on cost sharing for mandatory seismic retrofitting, it could be worthwhile to consider possible options for property owner to pass through costs incurred differently when satisfying the City’s mandatory seismic retrofitting requirements, in contrast to costs incurred from standard operation and maintenance of a property.

On January 25, 2018, the Rent Stabilization Commission requested additional information on the upward rent adjustment and approaches used in other jurisdictions. Additional information is provided in this report. Also, in 2016, BAE Urban Economics reviewed the various cost sharing approaches used in the rent stabilized cities of Berkeley, Los Angeles, San Francisco, and Santa Monica. The BAE report is provided at Attachment A. Although BAE focused specifically on rehabilitation and upgrades of major building systems (roofing, windows, electrical, plumbing, and mechanical) and did not include seismic retrofitting projects, the analysis and outcomes in the report are meaningful when reviewing and comparing the various approaches used by other rent stabilized cities to determine if a landlord can share costs with tenants, and if so how much of the costs can be shared.

Recommendations the Rent Stabilization Commission may wish to consider

After reviewing the information provided in this report and the attachment, the Rent Stabilization Commission may wish to consider forming initial recommendations for the City Council to consider when establishing guiding policy for further analysis of cost sharing options for mandatory seismic retrofitting in West Hollywood. The Commission’s recommendations would then be shared with the City Council at an upcoming meeting along with a recommendation that the further analysis be directed back to the Rent Stabilization Commission. The Commission would then consider various options within the City Council’s guiding policies, and if appropriate, create a draft approach to cost sharing for mandatory seismic retrofitting for the City Council to consider.

Initial recommendations to the City Council related to guiding policies the Rent Stabilization Commission may wish to form could relate to the following questions:

· Should mandatory seismic retrofitting by considered different than other capital improvements anticipated over the life of a property? 

Seismic retrofitting may not have been anticipated by some property owners at purchase, further seismic requirements could have changed over the period of ownership for longer term property owners.

· Is the City’s current upward rent adjustment application the appropriate means to determine if a property owner can share costs of mandatory seismic retrofitting? 

· If the upward rent adjustment is the appropriate means, should the calculations used be reviewed and possibly modified?

Draft cost estimates based on City of Los Angeles seismic retrofit projects are provided in Attachment A. These estimations suggest property owners may not be able to substantiate the need for a rent increase using the current upward rent adjustment application approach. Further, feedback from property owners suggests the application requirements are difficult to meet and, therefore, there is little interest in pursuing an adjustment. A risk in not providing a form of cost share property owners are willing to use is that some owners may opt to leave the rental business rather than complete the mandatory retrofitting.

· Should the City establish a hardship exemption?

Some households may not be able to afford a rent increase or other form of cost sharing pass-through. Importantly, if a hardship exemption if desired it may not be possible to establish for the upward rent adjustment process. This is because an upward rent adjustment is ordered only when the property owner has established that income generated at the property is not sufficient. Therefore, it may not be possible to exempt some tenants from rent increases, since this could prevent the property owner from earning the Net Operating Income determined through the upward rent adjustment.

A hardship exemption is most likely possible under a pass-through, since the pass-through is not based on ensuring a minimum income is achieved at the property. 

· Should a separate pass-through approach be explored in place of the upward rent adjustment application?

A pass-through can be set at a specific amount, which is either considered part of the rent or a separate charge. A hardship exemption can most likely be established by which a household may petition for an exemption based on financial means. Los Angeles and San Francisco both use direct pass-through approaches, however each is different. Case studies for each City are presented in Attachment B.

· If a pass-through is created for mandatory seismic retrofitting, should costs be spread out over a number of years and a monthly payment cap set?

The Los Angeles and San Francisco direct pass-through programs have maximum amounts that can be pass-through to tenants. Los Angeles allows 50% of costs to be passed through over a 10 year period, but capped at $34 per month, per tenancy. San Francisco allows 100% of costs to be pass-through but over a 20 year period. 

· If a pass-through is created for mandatory seismic retrofitting, should it be considered part of the rent, or separate?

Los Angeles considers the pass-through as part of the rent; this applies the Annual General Adjustment to the pass-through and results in slightly higher rent increases. Keeping the pass-through separate would ensure the pass-through does not factor into the annual rent adjustment and so the pass-through would remain set at the established amount while the pass-through is in effect.

Community Engagement

The City recently held two community meetings on cost sharing for mandatory seismic retrofitting. Both meetings had a collaborative tenor with landlords and tenants seeming to acknowledge a role in paying for the work. However, staff also heard from tenants much opposed to any form of cost sharing. All participants seemed to agree with creating a hardship exemption for tenants unable to pay. Attendance at both meetings was low. Saturday had 11 participants, Tuesday evening had 36. Staff is developing an online survey and will continue polling stakeholders, while exploring other means of engaging with landlords and tenants. 

ATTACHMENTS:

Attachment A – Additional Information on Upward Rent Adjustments

Attachment B – West Hollywood Rehabilitation Study: Background Trends & Case Study Research
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Additional Information on Upward Rent Adjustments

The following information is being provided in response to questions posed by the Rent Stabilization Commission on January 25, 2018.

What is a non-ductile concrete building?

Non-ductile concrete buildings are concrete buildings that were built before the 1976 building code standard requiring reinforced concrete.  The detailing and construction of the reinforcing steel in these buildings may be inadequate to safely resist large seismic forces caused by earthquakes.  The buildings tend to be large, multi-story structures, and the expected cost of retrofitting is substantial.

What is the NOI process in the RSO?

The NOI process guarantees the landlord a fair return on the property. It is not designed to be a cost sharing or cost pass-through mechanism, even though applicants sometimes use it for that purpose.  Instead, it guarantees the landlord an annual increase in the property’s NOI that is tethered to the rise in the Consumer Price Index. 

The process uses a property’s 1983 NOI as representing the typical return on the building.  If the NOI has not increased by 60% of the rise in the CPI since 1983, the landlord can file for a hearing which would order rent increases to make up the shortfall.   While capital improvement expenditures are part of the calculation used to determine the NOI, those expenditures do not necessarily result in rent increases.  The rent is increased only when the current year’s NOI is less than the NOI guaranteed by the RSO.  There is no direct pass-through of expenditures.

Why is the ordered increase an ongoing increase in rent?

Because the RSO guarantees the landlord a certain return on the property, rent increases must be ordered when the return is not met.  They must be ongoing to maintain the return.

Is there a hardship exemption?

There can be no hardship exemption because the RSO guarantees the landlord a certain level of return. Acknowledging that large rent increases may be difficult for some tenants to pay, the process requires increases to be phased-in.  The increases are limited to 12% for the first two years, with any remaining balance going into effect at year three.  In the pre-Costa Hawkins rental environment, it was felt that the additional time would give a tenant the ability to move to another rent stabilized unit in the area

How many NOI applications have been filed?

Since the passage of the Rent Stabilization Ordinance, landlords filed 151 applications for rent increases alleging a failure to receive a fair return.  The number of applications filed after vacancy decontrol went into effect on January 1, 1999 is twenty, the most recent being in 2014.  The reduction can be attributed to the impact that establishing market rate rents has on the process.  The new rent levels typically mean that the current year NOI exceeds the guaranteed fair return on the property.

What are some of the issues involved if the current seismic NOI process is used for the purpose of sharing the cost of the mandated retrofitting?

As mentioned before, the NOI process is not designed to be a cost sharing or cost pass-through program. By definition, it will result in rent increases to bring a building’s NOI to the guaranteed level.  It will not order the sharing of a specific cost.

In addition, the process is cumbersome.  It requires extensive documentation of a building’s income and expenses for two 12-month periods and substantial staff time evaluating the documentation.

While the Division has records of the 1983 base year NOI for approximately 100 properties whose owners previously filed for a NOI hearing, records for other properties may not be available.  Landlords are allowed to propose an alternate base year if records for 1983 no longer exist, but the alternate base year must be between 1984 and 2002.  Those records may also be unavailable.

Will the current seismic NOI process result in a cost sharing of the expense?

While it is impossible to say with 100% certainty, based on the above analysis cost sharing is doubtful.  The current NOI will exceed the guaranteed NOI due to the rent levels collected after vacancies occur. Under the RSO, the landlord is receiving a fair return even with the retrofitting expense.

Will tenants be entitled to rent decreases for loss of services such as parking and storage during retrofitting?

WHMC §17.48.060 states that when the loss of housing services is due to seismic retrofitting, a rent reduction can be postponed until after the completion of the work.  This provision in the RSO was enacted in response to the Court of Appeal ruling in Golden Gateway Center v. San Francisco Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board which limited a rent control board’s ability to grant a rent decrease for disruptions caused by construction if the construction is necessary and is being completed in a reasonable and timely manner.  It may be possible to address the loss of services in a tenant habitability plan by providing a replacement service, or “compensation” for the loss.

Calculating Net Operating Income

The City’s upward rent adjustment application uses net operating income (NOI) as the basis for determining whether the property owner is entitled to a rent increase. To determine NOI, the current application uses 1983 financial records at the base year. The base year is then adjusted by 60% of increase in the Consumer Price Index (CPI) from 1983 to present. Sixty-percent of the change in CPI from 1983 to 2017 is 94.2%. Therefore a property owner would multiple the NOI received in 1983 by 1.942 to determine the minimum income they would be entitled to (Adjusted Base Year NOI, or “Just and Reasonable Return”). The Adjusted Base Year NOI is then compared to the actual NOI received in 2017. If the property is currently earning an NOI higher than the Adjusted Base Year NOI, then no rent increase can be ordered. If the property is currently not earning an NOI higher than the Adjusted Base Year NOI, then rent increases can be ordered to increase the current NOI to match the Adjusted Base Year. 

Below we calculate NOI for four properties. The 1983 data was taken from the hearing decision for each property.  The current year income for each property represents rental income only. The rent roll was determined by looking at the Division’s registration and re-registration records.  Available general adjustments were applied as appropriate. Note: there are approximately 100 properties with established 1983 base year NOI, out of approximately 1,900 properties. Properties without an established 1983 base year NOI could petition to use a different year, say for instance, if the property was purchased at a later date, it is possible for the property owner to request the purchase date be used.

Two approaches were taken to estimate current year expenses. The first followed the methodology used in the “Economic Study of the Rent Stabilization Ordinance and the Los Angeles Housing Market,” a 2009 study commissioned by the City of Los Angeles to evaluate its Rent Stabilization Ordinance.  Using various industry sources, the study concluded that expenses in the Los Angeles housing market typically amount to 25% to 40% of the rent roll, so 40% of the current rent roll was calculated.  The second approach, listed in parenthesis, took the base year expenses for each property and increased them by 157%, the total rise in the CPI since 1983.  Because the current year expenses all came out less using this approach, it was discarded.  The calculations were not completed.



		



		Property A

20 units

		Property B

10 units

		Property C

9 units

		Property D

19 units



		

		1983

		Current

		1983

		Current

		1983

		Current

		1983

		Current



		Income

		$90,555

		$313,044

		$38,402

		$167,760

		$47,050

		$220,800

		$84,058

		$354,336



		Expenses

		$30,632

		

$125,218

($78,724)

($82,486)

		$7,868

		

$67,104

($20,221)

($27,818)

		$10,265

		

$88,320

($26,381)

($36,682)

		$20,566

		

$141,734

($52,854)

($53,683)



		NOI

		$59,923

		$187,826

		$30,534

		$100,656

		$36,785

		$132,480

		$63,492

		$212,602







The cost of the seismic work was estimated using data from 150 properties in the City of Los Angeles that have undergone retrofitting.  Buildings with 4 to 6 units averaged $8,600 per unit, buildings with 7 to 15 units averaged $6,600 per unit and buildings with more than 15 units averaged $4,400 per unit.  Because retrofitting can be different from property to property, the estimated cost was doubled to account for problems.  It was then amortized over 30 years, creating the current year NOI after the retrofitting.



		

		Property A

		Property B

		Property C

		Property D



		Est. Seismic Cost

		$88,000

		$66,000

		$59,400

		$83,600



		Adjusted for Problems

		$176,000

		$132,000

		$118,800

		$167,200



		Amortized 30 yrs.

		$5,867

		$4,400

		$3,960

		$5,573



		Post-Seismic NOI

		$181.959

		$96,256

		$128,520

		$207,209

















The NOI process guarantees the landlord an increase in the NOI equal to 60% of the rise in the CPI from the base date.  The Los Angeles area CPI stood at 100.8 as of December 1983.  It was 259.22 as of December 2017.  The CPI increase is 157%, so the guaranteed increase in the NOI is 94.2%.



		

		Property A

		Property B

		Property C

		Property D



		1983 NOI

		$59,923

		$30,534

		$36,785

		$63,492



		60% of 157%

CPI Rise

		94.2% 

		94.2%

		94.2%

		94.2%



		Guaranteed

NOI

		$116,370

		$59,297

		$71,436

		$123,301







This last chart compares the guaranteed NOI with the estimated actual NOI.  All properties are generating more than a fair return under the RSO.  No rent increases would be ordered.



		

		Property A

		Property B

		Property C

		Property D



		Guaranteed NOI

		$116,370

		$59,297

		$71,436

		$123,301



		Actual NOI

		$181,959

		$96,256

		$128,520

		$207,209
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File attachment on: 2018/05/18 13:43:28


West_Hollywood_Visual_Survey_of

		Street No.		Street		Full Street Address		Year		Building Type

		460		ALMONT DR 		460 ALMONT DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1953		Soft Story

		8733		BEVERLY BLVD 		8795 BEVERLY BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1972		Unconfirmed (Concrete/Steel)

		8795		BEVERLY BLVD 		8733 BEVERLY BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Unconfirmed (Concrete/Steel)

		8844		BEVERLY BLVD 		8844 BEVERLY BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1967		Unconfirmed (Concrete/Steel)

		8899		BEVERLY BLVD 		8899 BEVERLY BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Concrete

		8511		BEVERLY PL		8511 BEVERLY PL, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Unconfirmed (Concrete/Steel)

		1011		CAROL DR 		1011 CAROL DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1951		Soft Story

		1012		CAROL DR 		1016 CAROL DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1927		Soft Story

		1016		CAROL DR 		1020 CAROL DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1927		Soft Story

		1020		CAROL DR 		1012 CAROL DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		1044		CAROL DR 		1044 CAROL DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1930		Soft Story

		1119		CLARK ST 		1119 CLARK ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1938		Soft Story

		8315		CLINTON ST 		8360 CLINTON ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		8333		CLINTON ST 		8333 CLINTON ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		8334		CLINTON ST 		8407 CLINTON ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		8360		CLINTON ST 		8373 CLINTON ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		8373		CLINTON ST 		8443 CLINTON ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1941		Soft Story

		8407		CLINTON ST 		8334 CLINTON ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		8421		CLINTON ST 		8421 CLINTON ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		8443		CLINTON ST 		8315 CLINTON ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		1010		CRESCENT HEIGHTS BLVD		1036 CRESCENT HEIGHTS BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		1016		CRESCENT HEIGHTS BLVD		1340 CRESCENT HEIGHTS BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1953		Soft Story

		1020		CRESCENT HEIGHTS BLVD		1242 CRESCENT HEIGHTS BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		1036		CRESCENT HEIGHTS BLVD		1010 CRESCENT HEIGHTS BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		1201		CRESCENT HEIGHTS BLVD		1016 CRESCENT HEIGHTS BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		1242		CRESCENT HEIGHTS BLVD		1201 CRESCENT HEIGHTS BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1931		Concrete

		1330		CRESCENT HEIGHTS BLVD		1330 CRESCENT HEIGHTS BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1955		Soft Story

		1340		CRESCENT HEIGHTS BLVD		1360 CRESCENT HEIGHTS BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1929		Concrete

		1360		CRESCENT HEIGHTS BLVD		1020 CRESCENT HEIGHTS BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		609		CROFT AVE 		609 CROFT AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1936		Soft Story

		8911		CYNTHIA ST 		8911 CYNTHIA ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		8912		CYNTHIA ST 		8912 CYNTHIA ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1905		Soft Story

		8965		CYNTHIA ST 		9015 CYNTHIA ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		9015		CYNTHIA ST 		9019 CYNTHIA ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		9019		CYNTHIA ST 		8965 CYNTHIA ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		8200		DE LONGPRE AVE		8200 DE LONGPRE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1951		Soft Story

		8206		DE LONGPRE AVE		8336 DE LONGPRE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1936		Soft Story

		8212		DE LONGPRE AVE		8218 DE LONGPRE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1955		Soft Story

		8218		DE LONGPRE AVE		8231 DE LONGPRE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		8222		DE LONGPRE AVE		8222 DE LONGPRE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1953		Soft Story

		8231		DE LONGPRE AVE		8212 DE LONGPRE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1950		Soft Story

		8336		DE LONGPRE AVE		8206 DE LONGPRE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1955		Soft Story

		8704		DORRINGTON AVE 		8823 DORRINGTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1947		Soft Story

		8823		DORRINGTON AVE 		8704 DORRINGTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1964		Soft Story

		8905		DORRINGTON AVE 		8905 DORRINGTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1940		Soft Story

		9001		ELEVADO ST 		9001 ELEVADO ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1938		Soft Story

		9032		ELEVADO ST 		9050 ELEVADO ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1936		Soft Story

		9050		ELEVADO ST 		9032 ELEVADO ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1924		Soft Story

		1262		FLORES ST 		1262 FLORES ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1925		Soft Story

		1305		FLORES ST 		1305 FLORES ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		1212		FORMOSA AVE 		1212 FORMOSA AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		1241		FORMOSA AVE 		1241 FORMOSA AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1950		Soft Story

		7236		FOUNTAIN AVE 		7860 FOUNTAIN AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1916		Soft Story

		7408		FOUNTAIN AVE 		8418 FOUNTAIN AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1948		Soft Story

		7512		FOUNTAIN AVE 		7512 FOUNTAIN AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1959		Soft Story

		7526		FOUNTAIN AVE 		8225 FOUNTAIN AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1926		Soft Story

		7530		FOUNTAIN AVE 		7526 FOUNTAIN AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1955		Soft Story

		7550		FOUNTAIN AVE 		7550 FOUNTAIN AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		7556		FOUNTAIN AVE 		8313 FOUNTAIN AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1927		Soft Story

		7622		FOUNTAIN AVE 		7236 FOUNTAIN AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		7804		FOUNTAIN AVE 		8352 FOUNTAIN AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1926		Soft Story

		7860		FOUNTAIN AVE 		7408 FOUNTAIN AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1921		Soft Story

		7916		FOUNTAIN AVE 		8410 FOUNTAIN AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1922		Soft Story

		8009		FOUNTAIN AVE 		7556 FOUNTAIN AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1959		Soft Story

		8225		FOUNTAIN AVE 		8450 FOUNTAIN AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1951		Soft Story

		8259		FOUNTAIN AVE 		8259 FOUNTAIN AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		8313		FOUNTAIN AVE 		7530 FOUNTAIN AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		8352		FOUNTAIN AVE 		7804 FOUNTAIN AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1917		Soft Story

		8410		FOUNTAIN AVE 		7622 FOUNTAIN AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		8418		FOUNTAIN AVE 		8009 FOUNTAIN AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1941		Soft Story

		8450		FOUNTAIN AVE 		7916 FOUNTAIN AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1937		Concrete

		1202		FULLER AVE 		1202 FULLER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		1149		GARDNER ST 		1153 GARDNER ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1955		Soft Story

		1153		GARDNER ST 		1149 GARDNER ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1941		Soft Story

		900		GENESEE AVE 		922 GENESEE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1930		Soft Story

		922		GENESEE AVE 		900 GENESEE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1954		Soft Story

		1001		GENESEE AVE 		1001 GENESEE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		1127		HACIENDA PL 		1147 HACIENDA PL, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1953		Soft Story

		1147		HACIENDA PL 		1127 HACIENDA PL, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		1160		HACIENDA PL 		1160 HACIENDA PL, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1952		Soft Story

		1001		HAMMOND ST 		1012 HAMMOND ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1955		Soft Story

		1012		HAMMOND ST 		1001 HAMMOND ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		7614		HAMPTON AVE 		7719 HAMPTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		7621		HAMPTON AVE 		7614 HAMPTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		7635		HAMPTON AVE 		7621 HAMPTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1955		Soft Story

		7719		HAMPTON AVE 		7635 HAMPTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		930		HANCOCK AVE		930 HANCOCK AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		991		HANCOCK AVE		991 HANCOCK AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1920		Soft Story

		940		HANCOCK AVE 		1000 HANCOCK AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		978		HANCOCK AVE 		940 HANCOCK AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		979		HANCOCK AVE 		979 HANCOCK AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1925		Soft Story

		984		HANCOCK AVE 		1027 HANCOCK AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		987		HANCOCK AVE 		978 HANCOCK AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1950		Soft Story

		1000		HANCOCK AVE 		987 HANCOCK AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1910		Soft Story

		1027		HANCOCK AVE 		984 HANCOCK AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1930		Soft Story

		930		HARPER AVE		930 HARPER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1947		Soft Story

		932		HARPER AVE 		1216 HARPER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1923		Soft Story

		1216		HARPER AVE 		932 HARPER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1926		Soft Story

		8903		HARRATT ST 		8913 HARRATT ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1955		Soft Story

		8913		HARRATT ST 		8903 HARRATT ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1955		Soft Story

		9022		HARRATT ST 		9022 HARRATT ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		9030		HARRATT ST 		9030 HARRATT ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		1223.5		HAVENHURST DR		1223.5 HAVENHURST DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		1006		HAVENHURST DR 		1209 HAVENHURST DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		1023		HAVENHURST DR 		1328 HAVENHURST DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		1209		HAVENHURST DR 		1006 HAVENHURST DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		1328		HAVENHURST DR 		1331 HAVENHURST DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		1331		HAVENHURST DR 		1023 HAVENHURST DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1924		Soft Story

		1417		HAVENHURST DR 		1428 HAVENHURST DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1954		Soft Story

		1428		HAVENHURST DR 		1429 HAVENHURST DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1949		Soft Story

		1429		HAVENHURST DR 		1417 HAVENHURST DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1951		Soft Story

		1107		HAYWORTH AVE 		1107 HAYWORTH AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1936		Soft Story

		866		HILLDALE AVE 		907 HILLDALE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1938		Soft Story

		904		HILLDALE AVE 		945 HILLDALE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1940		Soft Story

		907		HILLDALE AVE 		937 HILLDALE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		912		HILLDALE AVE 		1011 HILLDALE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1959		Soft Story

		937		HILLDALE AVE 		912 HILLDALE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1969		Soft Story

		945		HILLDALE AVE 		904 HILLDALE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		1011		HILLDALE AVE 		866 HILLDALE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		8549		HOLLOWAY DR 		8575 HOLLOWAY DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1948		Soft Story

		8551		HOLLOWAY DR 		8563 HOLLOWAY DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1948		Soft Story

		8561		HOLLOWAY DR 		8742 HOLLOWAY DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1937		Soft Story

		8563		HOLLOWAY DR 		8616 HOLLOWAY DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1953		Soft Story

		8569		HOLLOWAY DR 		8706 HOLLOWAY DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Concrete

		8575		HOLLOWAY DR 		8569 HOLLOWAY DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1948		Soft Story

		8616		HOLLOWAY DR 		8714 HOLLOWAY DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1938		Soft Story

		8634		HOLLOWAY DR 		8738 HOLLOWAY DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1950		Soft Story

		8706		HOLLOWAY DR 		8561 HOLLOWAY DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1948		Soft Story

		8714		HOLLOWAY DR 		8549 HOLLOWAY DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1948		Soft Story

		8738		HOLLOWAY DR 		8634 HOLLOWAY DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1941		Soft Story

		8742		HOLLOWAY DR 		8551 HOLLOWAY DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1948		Soft Story

		8654		HOLLOWAY PLAZA DR		8654 HOLLOWAY PLAZA DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1925		Soft Story

		1153		HORN AVE 		1221 HORN AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		1207		HORN AVE 		1227 HORN AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1938		Soft Story

		1221		HORN AVE 		1207 HORN AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1954		Soft Story

		1227		HORN AVE 		1153 HORN AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1948		Soft Story

		322		HUNTLEY DR 		612 HUNTLEY DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1959		Soft Story

		343		HUNTLEY DR 		322 HUNTLEY DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1925		Soft Story

		351		HUNTLEY DR 		343 HUNTLEY DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		393		HUNTLEY DR 		700 HUNTLEY DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1959		Soft Story

		560		HUNTLEY DR 		351 HUNTLEY DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1923		Soft Story

		612		HUNTLEY DR 		805 HUNTLEY DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1923		Soft Story

		700		HUNTLEY DR 		393 HUNTLEY DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		701		HUNTLEY DR 		701 HUNTLEY DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1923		Soft Story

		729		HUNTLEY DR 		560 HUNTLEY DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		805		HUNTLEY DR 		729 HUNTLEY DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		8961		KEITH AVE 		9005 KEITH AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1959		Soft Story

		8995		KEITH AVE 		8995 KEITH AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		9005		KEITH AVE 		9018 KEITH AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		9018		KEITH AVE 		8961 KEITH AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		509		KINGS RD 		509 KINGS RD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		802		KNOLL DR		802 KNOLL DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		905		KNOLL DR		905 KNOLL DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1949		Soft Story

		528		KNOLL DR 		637 KNOLL DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1974		Soft Story

		637		KNOLL DR 		638 KNOLL DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		638		KNOLL DR 		8563 KNOLL DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		655		KNOLL DR 		911 KNOLL DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1949		Soft Story

		911		KNOLL DR 		655 KNOLL DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1947		Soft Story

		8563		KNOLL DR 		528 KNOLL DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1971		Soft Story

		533		LA CIENEGA BLVD		533 LA CIENEGA BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1987		Unconfirmed (Concrete/Steel)

		1040		LA CIENEGA BLVD		1228 LA CIENEGA BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		1228		LA CIENEGA BLVD		1040 LA CIENEGA BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1940		Concrete

		147		LA PEER DR		147 LA PEER DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		653		LA PEER DR		653 LA PEER DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Unconfirmed (Concrete/Steel)

		1123		LARRABEE ST		1123 LARRABEE ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1936		Soft Story

		814		LARRABEE ST 		1209 LARRABEE ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1974		Soft Story

		939		LARRABEE ST 		1239 LARRABEE ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		969		LARRABEE ST 		814 LARRABEE ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1968		Concrete

		988		LARRABEE ST 		1128 LARRABEE ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1951		Soft Story

		1111		LARRABEE ST 		1210 LARRABEE ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		1125		LARRABEE ST 		1300 LARRABEE ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		1128		LARRABEE ST 		1200 LARRABEE ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		1200		LARRABEE ST 		1226 LARRABEE ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1969		Soft Story

		1206		LARRABEE ST 		939 LARRABEE ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		1209		LARRABEE ST 		1219 LARRABEE ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1954		Soft Story

		1210		LARRABEE ST 		1206 LARRABEE ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1948		Soft Story

		1218		LARRABEE ST 		988 LARRABEE ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1927		Soft Story

		1219		LARRABEE ST 		1125 LARRABEE ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1936		Soft Story

		1220		LARRABEE ST 		969 LARRABEE ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1959		Soft Story

		1226		LARRABEE ST 		1218 LARRABEE ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		1239		LARRABEE ST 		1111 LARRABEE ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1953		Soft Story

		1300		LARRABEE ST 		1220 LARRABEE ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1954		Soft Story

		1281		LAUREL AVE 		1281 LAUREL AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1937		Soft Story

		1421		LAUREL AVE 		1421 LAUREL AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1940		Soft Story

		7120		LEXINGTON AVE 		7530 LEXINGTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		7171		LEXINGTON AVE 		7610 LEXINGTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		7511		LEXINGTON AVE 		7171 LEXINGTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		7518		LEXINGTON AVE 		7611 LEXINGTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		7530		LEXINGTON AVE 		7730 LEXINGTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		7548		LEXINGTON AVE 		7549 LEXINGTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1966		Soft Story

		7549		LEXINGTON AVE 		7626 LEXINGTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		7610		LEXINGTON AVE 		7548 LEXINGTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		7611		LEXINGTON AVE 		7518 LEXINGTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		7626		LEXINGTON AVE 		7641 LEXINGTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1938		Soft Story

		7641		LEXINGTON AVE 		7120 LEXINGTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1959		Soft Story

		7730		LEXINGTON AVE 		7511 LEXINGTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		9004		LLOYD PL 		9024 LLOYD PL, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1924		Soft Story

		9024		LLOYD PL 		9052 LLOYD PL, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1925		Soft Story

		9035		LLOYD PL 		9060 LLOYD PL, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1951		Soft Story

		9052		LLOYD PL 		9035 LLOYD PL, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1927		Soft Story

		9060		LLOYD PL 		9004 LLOYD PL, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1925		Soft Story

		8628		MELROSE AVE		8628 MELROSE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Unconfirmed (Concrete/Steel)

		8451		MELROSE AVE 		8816 MELROSE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1950		Soft Story

		8474		MELROSE AVE 		8632 MELROSE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1924		Unconfirmed (Concrete/Steel)

		8500		MELROSE AVE 		9021 MELROSE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Unconfirmed (Concrete/Steel)

		8507		MELROSE AVE 		8818 MELROSE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Concrete

		8585		MELROSE AVE 		9044 MELROSE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1980		Steel

		8606		MELROSE AVE 		8451 MELROSE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1938		Unconfirmed (Concrete/Steel)

		8632		MELROSE AVE 		8500 MELROSE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1985		Steel

		8646		MELROSE AVE 		8737 MELROSE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1951		Concrete

		8687		MELROSE AVE 		8808 MELROSE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1948		Soft Story

		8737		MELROSE AVE 		8474 MELROSE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1931		Unconfirmed (Concrete/Steel)

		8800		MELROSE AVE 		8585 MELROSE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1930		Steel

		8808		MELROSE AVE 		8606 MELROSE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1993		Unconfirmed (Concrete/Steel)

		8816		MELROSE AVE 		8905 MELROSE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1941		Unconfirmed (Concrete/Steel)

		8818		MELROSE AVE 		8800 MELROSE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1940		Unconfirmed (Concrete/Steel)

		8905		MELROSE AVE 		8507 MELROSE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1947		Unconfirmed (Concrete/Steel)

		9021		MELROSE AVE 		8687 MELROSE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1988		Steel

		9044		MELROSE AVE 		8646 MELROSE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1945		Soft Story

		505		N ALFRED ST		515 N ALFRED ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		515		N ALFRED ST		505 N ALFRED ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		146		N ALMONT DR		507 N ALMONT DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1951		Soft Story

		363		N ALMONT DR		363 N ALMONT DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1941		Soft Story

		507		N ALMONT DR		146 N ALMONT DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1969		Soft Story

		142		N CLARK DR		142 N CLARK DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1959		Soft Story

		1114		N CLARK ST		1124 N CLARK ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1954		Soft Story

		1124		N CLARK ST		1114 N CLARK ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		1137		N CLARK ST		1214 N CLARK ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		1148		N CLARK ST		1148 N CLARK ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1954		Soft Story

		1212		N CLARK ST		1137 N CLARK ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1946		Soft Story

		1214		N CLARK ST		1212 N CLARK ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1955		Soft Story

		1224		N CRESCENT HEIGHTS BLVD		1400 N CRESCENT HEIGHTS BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1930		Soft Story

		1400		N CRESCENT HEIGHTS BLVD		1224 N CRESCENT HEIGHTS BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1940		Soft Story

		532		N CROFT AVE		1031 N CROFT AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1926		Soft Story

		1031		N CROFT AVE		532 N CROFT AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		905		N CURSON AVE		1013 N CURSON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		917		N CURSON AVE		942 N CURSON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1927		Soft Story

		920		N CURSON AVE		1017 N CURSON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1959		Soft Story

		924		N CURSON AVE		936 N CURSON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		925		N CURSON AVE		951 N CURSON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1955		Soft Story

		932		N CURSON AVE		1005 N CURSON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		936		N CURSON AVE		1000 N CURSON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1954		Soft Story

		942		N CURSON AVE		1037 N CURSON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		951		N CURSON AVE		1039 N CURSON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		1000		N CURSON AVE		920 N CURSON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1955		Soft Story

		1005		N CURSON AVE		1016 N CURSON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1964		Soft Story

		1013		N CURSON AVE		1169 N CURSON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		1016		N CURSON AVE		1168 N CURSON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1955		Soft Story

		1017		N CURSON AVE		924 N CURSON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		1020		N CURSON AVE		1200 N CURSON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1955		Soft Story

		1021		N CURSON AVE		1044 N CURSON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1964		Soft Story

		1026		N CURSON AVE		905 N CURSON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		1030		N CURSON AVE		1026 N CURSON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		1031		N CURSON AVE		1021 N CURSON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		1037		N CURSON AVE		1120 N CURSON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		1039		N CURSON AVE		1043 N CURSON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		1043		N CURSON AVE		1030 N CURSON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		1044		N CURSON AVE		1031 N CURSON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		1120		N CURSON AVE		1020 N CURSON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		1168		N CURSON AVE		925 N CURSON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		1169		N CURSON AVE		932 N CURSON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		1200		N CURSON AVE		1217 N CURSON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1921		Soft Story

		1217		N CURSON AVE		917 N CURSON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		1127		N DETROIT ST		1127 N DETROIT ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1922		Soft Story

		1133		N DETROIT ST		1211 N DETROIT ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		1211		N DETROIT ST		1216 N DETROIT ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		1216		N DETROIT ST		1133 N DETROIT ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		350		N DOHENY DR		350 N DOHENY DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1954		Soft Story

		400		N DOHENY DR		616 N DOHENY DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1970		Soft Story

		408		N DOHENY DR		660 N DOHENY DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		616		N DOHENY DR		400 N DOHENY DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1951		Soft Story

		660		N DOHENY DR		882 N DOHENY DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1952		Soft Story

		764		N DOHENY DR		1000 N DOHENY DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1972		Soft Story

		882		N DOHENY DR		408 N DOHENY DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1951		Soft Story

		967		N DOHENY DR		764 N DOHENY DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1959		Soft Story

		1000		N DOHENY DR		1006 N DOHENY DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1950		Soft Story

		1006		N DOHENY DR		967 N DOHENY DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1950		Soft Story

		1009		N EDINBURGH AVE		1027 N EDINBURGH AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		1015		N EDINBURGH AVE		1036 N EDINBURGH AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1959		Soft Story

		1016		N EDINBURGH AVE		1035 N EDINBURGH AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		1020		N EDINBURGH AVE		1009 N EDINBURGH AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1971		Soft Story

		1026		N EDINBURGH AVE		1016 N EDINBURGH AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		1027		N EDINBURGH AVE		1030 N EDINBURGH AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		1030		N EDINBURGH AVE		1020 N EDINBURGH AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1959		Soft Story

		1035		N EDINBURGH AVE		1026 N EDINBURGH AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		1036		N EDINBURGH AVE		1045 N EDINBURGH AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		1045		N EDINBURGH AVE		1015 N EDINBURGH AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		1125		N FAIRFAX AVE		1125 N FAIRFAX AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1947		Concrete

		1222		N FAIRFAX AVE		1311 N FAIRFAX AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1946		Soft Story

		1241		N FAIRFAX AVE		1435 N FAIRFAX AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1955		Soft Story

		1265		N FAIRFAX AVE		1265 N FAIRFAX AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1935		Concrete

		1311		N FAIRFAX AVE		1411 N FAIRFAX AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		1411		N FAIRFAX AVE		1429 N FAIRFAX AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1955		Soft Story

		1429		N FAIRFAX AVE		1222 N FAIRFAX AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1940		Unconfirmed (Concrete/Steel)

		1435		N FAIRFAX AVE		1241 N FAIRFAX AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		506		N FLORES ST		1207 N FLORES ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		521		N FLORES ST		1111 N FLORES ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		522		N FLORES ST		1241 N FLORES ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1959		Soft Story

		525		N FLORES ST		1251 N FLORES ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		531		N FLORES ST		1240 N FLORES ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1977		Soft Story

		537		N FLORES ST		611 N FLORES ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		541		N FLORES ST		521 N FLORES ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		546		N FLORES ST		1229 N FLORES ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		547		N FLORES ST		546 N FLORES ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		550		N FLORES ST		547 N FLORES ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1959		Soft Story

		553		N FLORES ST		541 N FLORES ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		557		N FLORES ST		1326 N FLORES ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1954		Soft Story

		604		N FLORES ST		636 N FLORES ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1959		Soft Story

		607		N FLORES ST		1115 N FLORES ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1959		Soft Story

		611		N FLORES ST		615 N FLORES ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1959		Soft Story

		615		N FLORES ST		1256 N FLORES ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1972		Soft Story

		625		N FLORES ST		522 N FLORES ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		636		N FLORES ST		531 N FLORES ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		1111		N FLORES ST		537 N FLORES ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		1114		N FLORES ST		550 N FLORES ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		1115		N FLORES ST		1266 N FLORES ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1954		Soft Story

		1207		N FLORES ST		604 N FLORES ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1959		Soft Story

		1221		N FLORES ST		607 N FLORES ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		1229		N FLORES ST		625 N FLORES ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		1240		N FLORES ST		553 N FLORES ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		1241		N FLORES ST		1114 N FLORES ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		1251		N FLORES ST		525 N FLORES ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		1255		N FLORES ST		557 N FLORES ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		1256		N FLORES ST		1255 N FLORES ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1927		Soft Story

		1266		N FLORES ST		1308 N FLORES ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1927		Soft Story

		1308		N FLORES ST		506 N FLORES ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		1326		N FLORES ST		1221 N FLORES ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		1132		N FORMOSA AVE		1235 N FORMOSA AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		1143		N FORMOSA AVE		1231 N FORMOSA AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		1205		N FORMOSA AVE		1132 N FORMOSA AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		1209		N FORMOSA AVE		1143 N FORMOSA AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		1217		N FORMOSA AVE		1205 N FORMOSA AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1954		Soft Story

		1231		N FORMOSA AVE		1217 N FORMOSA AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		1235		N FORMOSA AVE		1209 N FORMOSA AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1955		Soft Story

		1130		N FULLER AVE		1251 N FULLER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		1148		N FULLER AVE		1154 N FULLER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1923		Soft Story

		1154		N FULLER AVE		1148 N FULLER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1923		Soft Story

		1212		N FULLER AVE		1130 N FULLER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		1226		N FULLER AVE		1226 N FULLER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1964		Soft Story

		1251		N FULLER AVE		1212 N FULLER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		904		N GARDNER ST		904 N GARDNER ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		907		N GARDNER ST		934 N GARDNER ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		921		N GARDNER ST		951 N GARDNER ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		934		N GARDNER ST		921 N GARDNER ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		942		N GARDNER ST		1001 N GARDNER ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		943		N GARDNER ST		907 N GARDNER ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		951		N GARDNER ST		943 N GARDNER ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		1001		N GARDNER ST		1032 N GARDNER ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		1021		N GARDNER ST		1035 N GARDNER ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		1032		N GARDNER ST		1162 N GARDNER ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		1035		N GARDNER ST		942 N GARDNER ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		1047		N GARDNER ST		1047 N GARDNER ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		1162		N GARDNER ST		1021 N GARDNER ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		1220		N GARDNER ST		1220 N GARDNER ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1928		Soft Story

		901		N GENESEE AVE		924 N GENESEE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		908		N GENESEE AVE		908 N GENESEE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1955		Soft Story

		912		N GENESEE AVE		929 N GENESEE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		915		N GENESEE AVE		1049 N GENESEE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		919		N GENESEE AVE		919 N GENESEE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		924		N GENESEE AVE		934 N GENESEE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		929		N GENESEE AVE		1045 N GENESEE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		934		N GENESEE AVE		915 N GENESEE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		935		N GENESEE AVE		1026 N GENESEE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		941		N GENESEE AVE		935 N GENESEE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		1016		N GENESEE AVE		1036 N GENESEE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		1017		N GENESEE AVE		1043 N GENESEE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1959		Soft Story

		1021		N GENESEE AVE		1037 N GENESEE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		1026		N GENESEE AVE		1033 N GENESEE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		1032		N GENESEE AVE		912 N GENESEE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1955		Soft Story

		1033		N GENESEE AVE		1021 N GENESEE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		1036		N GENESEE AVE		1032 N GENESEE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		1037		N GENESEE AVE		941 N GENESEE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		1043		N GENESEE AVE		1017 N GENESEE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		1045		N GENESEE AVE		1016 N GENESEE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		1049		N GENESEE AVE		901 N GENESEE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1954		Soft Story

		919		N HARPER AVE		1226 N HARPER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1955		Soft Story

		937		N HARPER AVE		919 N HARPER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		1008		N HARPER AVE		1279 N HARPER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1955		Soft Story

		1009		N HARPER AVE		1275 N HARPER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1953		Soft Story

		1021		N HARPER AVE		1233 N HARPER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1953		Soft Story

		1031		N HARPER AVE		1021 N HARPER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1965		Soft Story

		1051		N HARPER AVE		1264 N HARPER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1951		Soft Story

		1114		N HARPER AVE		1241 N HARPER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		1220		N HARPER AVE		1312 N HARPER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		1226		N HARPER AVE		1114 N HARPER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		1227		N HARPER AVE		1425 N HARPER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		1233		N HARPER AVE		1009 N HARPER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1965		Soft Story

		1234		N HARPER AVE		1220 N HARPER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		1241		N HARPER AVE		1234 N HARPER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1953		Soft Story

		1264		N HARPER AVE		1008 N HARPER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1926		Soft Story

		1275		N HARPER AVE		1227 N HARPER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1955		Soft Story

		1279		N HARPER AVE		1411 N HARPER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1966		Soft Story

		1312		N HARPER AVE		1051 N HARPER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		1411		N HARPER AVE		937 N HARPER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1930		Soft Story

		1415		N HARPER AVE		1415 N HARPER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1953		Soft Story

		1425		N HARPER AVE		1031 N HARPER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		910		N HAYWORTH AVE		1245 N HAYWORTH AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1954		Soft Story

		914		N HAYWORTH AVE		1029 N HAYWORTH AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		924		N HAYWORTH AVE		910 N HAYWORTH AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1932		Soft Story

		940		N HAYWORTH AVE		1314 N HAYWORTH AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1931		Unconfirmed (Concrete/Steel)

		1009		N HAYWORTH AVE		924 N HAYWORTH AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1966		Soft Story

		1018		N HAYWORTH AVE		1400 N HAYWORTH AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1954		Soft Story

		1023		N HAYWORTH AVE		1263 N HAYWORTH AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1953		Soft Story

		1029		N HAYWORTH AVE		1009 N HAYWORTH AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		1035		N HAYWORTH AVE		1226 N HAYWORTH AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1955		Soft Story

		1049		N HAYWORTH AVE		914 N HAYWORTH AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1924		Soft Story

		1122		N HAYWORTH AVE		1205 N HAYWORTH AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1954		Soft Story

		1205		N HAYWORTH AVE		940 N HAYWORTH AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1965		Soft Story

		1206		N HAYWORTH AVE		1049 N HAYWORTH AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		1226		N HAYWORTH AVE		1234 N HAYWORTH AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1950		Soft Story

		1234		N HAYWORTH AVE		1035 N HAYWORTH AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1967		Soft Story

		1245		N HAYWORTH AVE		1206 N HAYWORTH AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1954		Soft Story

		1246		N HAYWORTH AVE		1018 N HAYWORTH AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		1263		N HAYWORTH AVE		1023 N HAYWORTH AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		1314		N HAYWORTH AVE		1433 N HAYWORTH AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1955		Soft Story

		1400		N HAYWORTH AVE		1246 N HAYWORTH AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		1433		N HAYWORTH AVE		1122 N HAYWORTH AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		501		N KINGS RD		541 N KINGS RD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		508		N KINGS RD		508 N KINGS RD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1965		Soft Story

		521		N KINGS RD		551 N KINGS RD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1959		Soft Story

		525		N KINGS RD		501 N KINGS RD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		531		N KINGS RD		1226 N KINGS RD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1979		Soft Story

		537		N KINGS RD		521 N KINGS RD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1924		Soft Story

		541		N KINGS RD		550 N KINGS RD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1959		Soft Story

		546		N KINGS RD		557 N KINGS RD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		550		N KINGS RD		546 N KINGS RD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		551		N KINGS RD		625 N KINGS RD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		556		N KINGS RD		531 N KINGS RD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		557		N KINGS RD		601 N KINGS RD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1970		Soft Story

		560		N KINGS RD		1264 N KINGS RD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1953		Soft Story

		600		N KINGS RD		605 N KINGS RD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		601		N KINGS RD		537 N KINGS RD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1965		Soft Story

		605		N KINGS RD		600 N KINGS RD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		611		N KINGS RD		525 N KINGS RD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1965		Soft Story

		625		N KINGS RD		1121 N KINGS RD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1968		Soft Story

		1114		N KINGS RD		556 N KINGS RD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		1121		N KINGS RD		611 N KINGS RD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		1226		N KINGS RD		560 N KINGS RD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		1260		N KINGS RD		1114 N KINGS RD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1972		Soft Story

		1264		N KINGS RD		1260 N KINGS RD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1966		Soft Story

		1007		N LAUREL AVE		1350 N LAUREL AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		1011		N LAUREL AVE		1234 N LAUREL AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		1012		N LAUREL AVE		1218 N LAUREL AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1954		Soft Story

		1016		N LAUREL AVE		1266 N LAUREL AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1953		Soft Story

		1017		N LAUREL AVE		1320 N LAUREL AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		1020		N LAUREL AVE		1280 N LAUREL AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1950		Soft Story

		1023		N LAUREL AVE		1411 N LAUREL AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1952		Soft Story

		1036		N LAUREL AVE		1267 N LAUREL AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		1040		N LAUREL AVE		1046 N LAUREL AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		1046		N LAUREL AVE		1016 N LAUREL AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		1050		N LAUREL AVE		1305 N LAUREL AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1941		Soft Story

		1120		N LAUREL AVE		1017 N LAUREL AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		1218		N LAUREL AVE		1327 N LAUREL AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		1234		N LAUREL AVE		1023 N LAUREL AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		1253		N LAUREL AVE		1020 N LAUREL AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		1266		N LAUREL AVE		1011 N LAUREL AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		1267		N LAUREL AVE		1120 N LAUREL AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		1280		N LAUREL AVE		1036 N LAUREL AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		1305		N LAUREL AVE		1417 N LAUREL AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1940		Soft Story

		1312		N LAUREL AVE		1012 N LAUREL AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		1320		N LAUREL AVE		1312 N LAUREL AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1951		Soft Story

		1321		N LAUREL AVE		1253 N LAUREL AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1953		Soft Story

		1327		N LAUREL AVE		1007 N LAUREL AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		1350		N LAUREL AVE		1321 N LAUREL AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1953		Soft Story

		1411		N LAUREL AVE		1040 N LAUREL AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1971		Soft Story

		1417		N LAUREL AVE		1050 N LAUREL AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1959		Soft Story

		1034		N MARTEL AVE		1034 N MARTEL AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		909		N OGDEN DR		921 N OGDEN DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		910		N OGDEN DR		1051 N OGDEN DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		914		N OGDEN DR		1031 N OGDEN DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		915		N OGDEN DR		1001 N OGDEN DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1959		Soft Story

		921		N OGDEN DR		1046 N OGDEN DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		928		N OGDEN DR		1145 N OGDEN DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1966		Soft Story

		938		N OGDEN DR		1133 N OGDEN DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		939		N OGDEN DR		1027 N OGDEN DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		1001		N OGDEN DR		914 N OGDEN DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		1027		N OGDEN DR		1050 N OGDEN DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		1031		N OGDEN DR		1140 N OGDEN DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		1040		N OGDEN DR		1155 N OGDEN DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		1041		N OGDEN DR		938 N OGDEN DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		1046		N OGDEN DR		1160 N OGDEN DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		1047		N OGDEN DR		928 N OGDEN DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		1050		N OGDEN DR		910 N OGDEN DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		1051		N OGDEN DR		915 N OGDEN DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		1133		N OGDEN DR		1041 N OGDEN DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		1135		N OGDEN DR		1236 N OGDEN DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1964		Soft Story

		1136		N OGDEN DR		1211 N OGDEN DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1964		Soft Story

		1140		N OGDEN DR		1040 N OGDEN DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		1145		N OGDEN DR		1135 N OGDEN DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1965		Soft Story

		1155		N OGDEN DR		1136 N OGDEN DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		1160		N OGDEN DR		939 N OGDEN DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		1211		N OGDEN DR		909 N OGDEN DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1955		Soft Story

		1236		N OGDEN DR		1047 N OGDEN DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		1208		N OLIVE DR		1310 N OLIVE DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1951		Soft Story

		1310		N OLIVE DR		1208 N OLIVE DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1969		Soft Story

		527		N ORLANDO AVE		629 N ORLANDO AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		530		N ORLANDO AVE		537 N ORLANDO AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1964		Soft Story

		531		N ORLANDO AVE		527 N ORLANDO AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1964		Soft Story

		536		N ORLANDO AVE		541 N ORLANDO AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1973		Soft Story

		537		N ORLANDO AVE		630 N ORLANDO AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		541		N ORLANDO AVE		530 N ORLANDO AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		550		N ORLANDO AVE		550 N ORLANDO AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		551		N ORLANDO AVE		551 N ORLANDO AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		561		N ORLANDO AVE		561 N ORLANDO AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		618		N ORLANDO AVE		536 N ORLANDO AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		628		N ORLANDO AVE		628 N ORLANDO AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		629		N ORLANDO AVE		618 N ORLANDO AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1965		Soft Story

		630		N ORLANDO AVE		531 N ORLANDO AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		370		N ROBERTSON BLVD		370 N ROBERTSON BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1949		Unconfirmed (Concrete/Steel)

		656		N ROBERTSON BLVD		656 N ROBERTSON BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1938		Unconfirmed (Concrete/Steel)

		910		N SPAULDING AVE		910 N SPAULDING AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		915		N SPAULDING AVE		1017 N SPAULDING AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1959		Soft Story

		920		N SPAULDING AVE		942 N SPAULDING AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		930		N SPAULDING AVE		1229 N SPAULDING AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1955		Soft Story

		931		N SPAULDING AVE		1010 N SPAULDING AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		933		N SPAULDING AVE		933 N SPAULDING AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1922		Soft Story

		938		N SPAULDING AVE		1046 N SPAULDING AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		942		N SPAULDING AVE		930 N SPAULDING AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		1004		N SPAULDING AVE		1004 N SPAULDING AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		1010		N SPAULDING AVE		1050 N SPAULDING AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		1017		N SPAULDING AVE		915 N SPAULDING AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		1020		N SPAULDING AVE		1036 N SPAULDING AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		1036		N SPAULDING AVE		920 N SPAULDING AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		1046		N SPAULDING AVE		1020 N SPAULDING AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1948		Soft Story

		1050		N SPAULDING AVE		938 N SPAULDING AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		1229		N SPAULDING AVE		931 N SPAULDING AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1959		Soft Story

		912		N STANLEY AVE		1027 N STANLEY AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		920		N STANLEY AVE		940 N STANLEY AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1959		Soft Story

		924		N STANLEY AVE		937 N STANLEY AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		929		N STANLEY AVE		929 N STANLEY AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		930		N STANLEY AVE		1015 N STANLEY AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		936		N STANLEY AVE		912 N STANLEY AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		937		N STANLEY AVE		1020 N STANLEY AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		940		N STANLEY AVE		930 N STANLEY AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		1008		N STANLEY AVE		1050 N STANLEY AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		1010		N STANLEY AVE		1036 N STANLEY AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		1015		N STANLEY AVE		1030 N STANLEY AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1955		Soft Story

		1016		N STANLEY AVE		1035 N STANLEY AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		1020		N STANLEY AVE		1041 N STANLEY AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		1027		N STANLEY AVE		1008 N STANLEY AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1959		Soft Story

		1030		N STANLEY AVE		1010 N STANLEY AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		1035		N STANLEY AVE		920 N STANLEY AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1974		Soft Story

		1036		N STANLEY AVE		1016 N STANLEY AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		1041		N STANLEY AVE		924 N STANLEY AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1959		Soft Story

		1047		N STANLEY AVE		936 N STANLEY AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		1050		N STANLEY AVE		1047 N STANLEY AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1959		Soft Story

		521		N SWEETZER AVE		1247 N SWEETZER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		525		N SWEETZER AVE		1317 N SWEETZER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		551		N SWEETZER AVE		557 N SWEETZER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		557		N SWEETZER AVE		1114 N SWEETZER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1949		Soft Story

		561		N SWEETZER AVE		1265 N SWEETZER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1953		Soft Story

		605		N SWEETZER AVE		561 N SWEETZER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		611		N SWEETZER AVE		521 N SWEETZER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		617		N SWEETZER AVE		1113 N SWEETZER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1951		Soft Story

		633		N SWEETZER AVE		819 N SWEETZER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1950		Soft Story

		819		N SWEETZER AVE		1233 N SWEETZER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1928		Soft Story

		906		N SWEETZER AVE		1268 N SWEETZER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		916		N SWEETZER AVE		1236 N SWEETZER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		1113		N SWEETZER AVE		916 N SWEETZER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1955		Soft Story

		1114		N SWEETZER AVE		1257 N SWEETZER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1920		Soft Story

		1221		N SWEETZER AVE		1221 N SWEETZER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1923		Soft Story

		1233		N SWEETZER AVE		611 N SWEETZER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1947		Soft Story

		1236		N SWEETZER AVE		1262 N SWEETZER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		1247		N SWEETZER AVE		551 N SWEETZER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		1257		N SWEETZER AVE		605 N SWEETZER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		1262		N SWEETZER AVE		1264 N SWEETZER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		1264		N SWEETZER AVE		1285 N SWEETZER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1953		Soft Story

		1265		N SWEETZER AVE		633 N SWEETZER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1964		Soft Story

		1268		N SWEETZER AVE		906 N SWEETZER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		1285		N SWEETZER AVE		617 N SWEETZER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1971		Soft Story

		1302		N SWEETZER AVE		1302 N SWEETZER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1930		Concrete

		1317		N SWEETZER AVE		525 N SWEETZER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1959		Soft Story

		1019		N VISTA ST		1019 N VISTA ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		1022		N VISTA ST		1108 N VISTA ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1939		Soft Story

		1042		N VISTA ST		1140 N VISTA ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1930		Soft Story

		1054		N VISTA ST		1042 N VISTA ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		1108		N VISTA ST		1131 N VISTA ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1924		Soft Story

		1131		N VISTA ST		1144 N VISTA ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1933		Soft Story

		1140		N VISTA ST		1147 N VISTA ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		1144		N VISTA ST		1200 N VISTA ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Unconfirmed (Concrete/Steel)

		1147		N VISTA ST		1022 N VISTA ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		1200		N VISTA ST		1054 N VISTA ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		915		N WETHERLY DR		915 N WETHERLY DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1954		Soft Story

		8027		NORTON AVE		8107.5 NORTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1923		Soft Story

		8107.5		NORTON AVE		8027 NORTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1950		Soft Story

		7511		NORTON AVE 		7551 NORTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		7516		NORTON AVE 		8227 NORTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		7521		NORTON AVE 		7732 NORTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1959		Soft Story

		7529		NORTON AVE 		8120 NORTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		7535		NORTON AVE 		8208 NORTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		7538		NORTON AVE 		7542 NORTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		7542		NORTON AVE 		7706 NORTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		7543		NORTON AVE 		7553 NORTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		7546		NORTON AVE 		8264 NORTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1925		Soft Story

		7551		NORTON AVE 		7521 NORTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		7553		NORTON AVE 		7529 NORTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		7554		NORTON AVE 		7516 NORTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		7601		NORTON AVE 		8110 NORTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		7607		NORTON AVE 		8115 NORTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		7615		NORTON AVE 		7979 NORTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1953		Soft Story

		7631		NORTON AVE 		7969 NORTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		7706		NORTON AVE 		7615 NORTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1959		Soft Story

		7718		NORTON AVE 		7718 NORTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		7732		NORTON AVE 		8257 NORTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1955		Soft Story

		7969		NORTON AVE 		7535 NORTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		7979		NORTON AVE 		8029 NORTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1953		Soft Story

		8029		NORTON AVE 		8258 NORTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1934		Soft Story

		8102		NORTON AVE 		7546 NORTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		8110		NORTON AVE 		8267 NORTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1941		Soft Story

		8115		NORTON AVE 		8116 NORTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1913		Soft Story

		8116		NORTON AVE 		7607 NORTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1965		Soft Story

		8120		NORTON AVE 		7511 NORTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		8208		NORTON AVE 		8261 NORTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1955		Soft Story

		8219		NORTON AVE 		8102 NORTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1949		Soft Story

		8227		NORTON AVE 		7601 NORTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		8253		NORTON AVE 		7631 NORTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		8257		NORTON AVE 		7543 NORTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		8258		NORTON AVE 		7538 NORTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		8261		NORTON AVE 		8219 NORTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		8264		NORTON AVE 		7554 NORTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		8267		NORTON AVE 		8253 NORTON AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1955		Soft Story

		412		NORWICH DR 		412 NORWICH DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1931		Soft Story

		934		OGDEN DR 		934 OGDEN DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1936		Soft Story

		900		ORANGE GROVE AVE		910 ORANGE GROVE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		905		ORANGE GROVE AVE		920 ORANGE GROVE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		910		ORANGE GROVE AVE		936 ORANGE GROVE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		919		ORANGE GROVE AVE		944 ORANGE GROVE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		920		ORANGE GROVE AVE		1006 ORANGE GROVE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		936		ORANGE GROVE AVE		1021 ORANGE GROVE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		937		ORANGE GROVE AVE		1016 ORANGE GROVE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		943		ORANGE GROVE AVE		1022 ORANGE GROVE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		944		ORANGE GROVE AVE		947 ORANGE GROVE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		947		ORANGE GROVE AVE		1001 ORANGE GROVE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		1000		ORANGE GROVE AVE		1005 ORANGE GROVE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		1001		ORANGE GROVE AVE		1036 ORANGE GROVE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		1005		ORANGE GROVE AVE		900 ORANGE GROVE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		1006		ORANGE GROVE AVE		937 ORANGE GROVE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		1010		ORANGE GROVE AVE		943 ORANGE GROVE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		1016		ORANGE GROVE AVE		1010 ORANGE GROVE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		1021		ORANGE GROVE AVE		1042 ORANGE GROVE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		1022		ORANGE GROVE AVE		919 ORANGE GROVE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		1036		ORANGE GROVE AVE		905 ORANGE GROVE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1955		Soft Story

		1042		ORANGE GROVE AVE		1000 ORANGE GROVE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1953		Soft Story

		1051		ORANGE GROVE AVE		1051 ORANGE GROVE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1950		Concrete

		1128		ORANGE GROVE AVE		1168 ORANGE GROVE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1920		Soft Story

		1144		ORANGE GROVE AVE		1128 ORANGE GROVE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1959		Soft Story

		1168		ORANGE GROVE AVE		1144 ORANGE GROVE AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		523		ORLANDO AVE 		523 ORLANDO AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1927		Soft Story

		1270		OZETA TER 		1270 OZETA TER, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		1300		OZETA TER 		1300 OZETA TER, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1938		Soft Story

		842		PALM AVE 		909 PALM AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		909		PALM AVE 		938 PALM AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		918		PALM AVE 		842 PALM AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		938		PALM AVE 		918 PALM AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1910		Soft Story

		1020		PALM AVE 		1020 PALM AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		9031		PHYLLIS AVE 		9031 PHYLLIS AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		9123		PHYLLIS ST 		9169 PHYLLIS ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1954		Soft Story

		9169		PHYLLIS ST 		9123 PHYLLIS ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1939		Soft Story

		1265		POINSETTIA PL 		1265 POINSETTIA PL, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1923		Soft Story

		8742		RANGELY AVE 		8742 RANGELY AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1924		Soft Story

		9007		RANGELY AVE 		9007 RANGELY AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1969		Soft Story

		640		ROBERTSON BLVD 		640 ROBERTSON BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1925		Unconfirmed (Concrete/Steel)

		7452		ROMAINE ST 		7925 ROMAINE ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1968		Soft Story

		7516		ROMAINE ST 		7452 ROMAINE ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1954		Soft Story

		7566		ROMAINE ST 		7911 ROMAINE ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1924		Soft Story

		7609		ROMAINE ST 		8261 ROMAINE ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1924		Soft Story

		7704		ROMAINE ST 		7516 ROMAINE ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		7705		ROMAINE ST 		7715 ROMAINE ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1923		Soft Story

		7709		ROMAINE ST 		7566 ROMAINE ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1955		Soft Story

		7710		ROMAINE ST 		8211 ROMAINE ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1925		Soft Story

		7715		ROMAINE ST 		7705 ROMAINE ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1940		Soft Story

		7737		ROMAINE ST 		7737 ROMAINE ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		7740		ROMAINE ST 		7860 ROMAINE ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1939		Soft Story

		7745		ROMAINE ST 		7609 ROMAINE ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		7804		ROMAINE ST 		8115 ROMAINE ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		7860		ROMAINE ST 		7710 ROMAINE ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1925		Soft Story

		7911		ROMAINE ST 		7709 ROMAINE ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1940		Soft Story

		7925		ROMAINE ST 		7804 ROMAINE ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		7949		ROMAINE ST 		7740 ROMAINE ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1954		Soft Story

		8115		ROMAINE ST 		7949 ROMAINE ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1955		Soft Story

		8211		ROMAINE ST 		7704 ROMAINE ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		8261		ROMAINE ST 		7745 ROMAINE ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1959		Soft Story

		8345		ROSEWOOD AVE 		8702 ROSEWOOD AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1934		Soft Story

		8355		ROSEWOOD AVE 		9011 ROSEWOOD AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1924		Soft Story

		8702		ROSEWOOD AVE 		8345 ROSEWOOD AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		9011		ROSEWOOD AVE 		8355 ROSEWOOD AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		8574		RUGBY DR 		8600 RUGBY DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		8600		RUGBY DR 		8574 RUGBY DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		310		SAN VICENTE BLVD		927 SAN VICENTE BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		516		SAN VICENTE BLVD		1000 SAN VICENTE BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		625		SAN VICENTE BLVD		908 SAN VICENTE BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1959		Soft Story

		820		SAN VICENTE BLVD		949 SAN VICENTE BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		825		SAN VICENTE BLVD		915 SAN VICENTE BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		864		SAN VICENTE BLVD		923 SAN VICENTE BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		908		SAN VICENTE BLVD		941 SAN VICENTE BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		915		SAN VICENTE BLVD		944 SAN VICENTE BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		923		SAN VICENTE BLVD		1013 SAN VICENTE BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1955		Soft Story

		927		SAN VICENTE BLVD		1007 SAN VICENTE BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1947		Soft Story

		941		SAN VICENTE BLVD		516 SAN VICENTE BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1940		Soft Story

		944		SAN VICENTE BLVD		972 SAN VICENTE BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1905		Soft Story

		949		SAN VICENTE BLVD		310 SAN VICENTE BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1968		Concrete

		972		SAN VICENTE BLVD		864 SAN VICENTE BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Steel

		1000		SAN VICENTE BLVD		625 SAN VICENTE BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1980		Unconfirmed (Concrete/Steel)

		1007		SAN VICENTE BLVD		820 SAN VICENTE BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1969		Unconfirmed (Concrete/Steel)

		1013		SAN VICENTE BLVD		825 SAN VICENTE BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1984		Unconfirmed (Concrete/Steel)

		1020		SAN VICENTE BLVD		1020 SAN VICENTE BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1984		Unconfirmed (Concrete/Steel)

		7215		SANTA MONICA BLVD		7800 SANTA MONICA BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1982		Steel

		7531		SANTA MONICA BLVD		7901 SANTA MONICA BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1990		Unconfirmed (Concrete/Steel)

		7555		SANTA MONICA BLVD		8431 SANTA MONICA BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1926		Concrete

		7617		SANTA MONICA BLVD		8731 SANTA MONICA BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1991		Unconfirmed (Concrete/Steel)

		7643		SANTA MONICA BLVD		8575 SANTA MONICA BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1989		Unconfirmed (Concrete/Steel)

		7800		SANTA MONICA BLVD		8290 SANTA MONICA BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Concrete

		7901		SANTA MONICA BLVD		8585 SANTA MONICA BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1989		Unconfirmed (Concrete/Steel)

		8163		SANTA MONICA BLVD		8704 SANTA MONICA BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1989		Unconfirmed (Concrete/Steel)

		8235		SANTA MONICA BLVD		7215 SANTA MONICA BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1970		Concrete

		8290		SANTA MONICA BLVD		7531 SANTA MONICA BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1965		Unconfirmed (Concrete/Steel)

		8300		SANTA MONICA BLVD		8440 SANTA MONICA BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		8431		SANTA MONICA BLVD		8490 SANTA MONICA BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1929		Unconfirmed (Concrete/Steel)

		8440		SANTA MONICA BLVD		8465 SANTA MONICA BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1954		Soft Story

		8465		SANTA MONICA BLVD		8787 SANTA MONICA BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1964		Steel

		8490		SANTA MONICA BLVD		8235 SANTA MONICA BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		8575		SANTA MONICA BLVD		8711 SANTA MONICA BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1928		Concrete

		8585		SANTA MONICA BLVD		7617 SANTA MONICA BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1970		Steel

		8704		SANTA MONICA BLVD		7555 SANTA MONICA BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		8711		SANTA MONICA BLVD		8918 SANTA MONICA BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1988		Unconfirmed (Concrete/Steel)

		8731		SANTA MONICA BLVD		9055 SANTA MONICA BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1931		Unconfirmed (Concrete/Steel)

		8787		SANTA MONICA BLVD		8300 SANTA MONICA BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1970		Steel

		8800		SANTA MONICA BLVD		8163 SANTA MONICA BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1924		Concrete

		8918		SANTA MONICA BLVD		8800 SANTA MONICA BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1970		Concrete

		9055		SANTA MONICA BLVD		7643 SANTA MONICA BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Concrete

		8514		SHERWOOD DR 		8514 SHERWOOD DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		8568		SHERWOOD DR 		8568 SHERWOOD DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1950		Soft Story

		8741		SHOREHAM DR 		9080 SHOREHAM DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		8770		SHOREHAM DR 		8770 SHOREHAM DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1954		Soft Story

		9080		SHOREHAM DR 		8741 SHOREHAM DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1954		Soft Story

		901		SIERRA BONITA AVE		1035 SIERRA BONITA AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		921		SIERRA BONITA AVE		936 SIERRA BONITA AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		924		SIERRA BONITA AVE		1006 SIERRA BONITA AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		925		SIERRA BONITA AVE		925 SIERRA BONITA AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		932		SIERRA BONITA AVE		924 SIERRA BONITA AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		936		SIERRA BONITA AVE		940 SIERRA BONITA AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1959		Soft Story

		940		SIERRA BONITA AVE		941 SIERRA BONITA AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		941		SIERRA BONITA AVE		1024 SIERRA BONITA AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1956		Soft Story

		944		SIERRA BONITA AVE		1046 SIERRA BONITA AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		1006		SIERRA BONITA AVE		901 SIERRA BONITA AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1955		Soft Story

		1023		SIERRA BONITA AVE		1027 SIERRA BONITA AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1959		Soft Story

		1024		SIERRA BONITA AVE		1023 SIERRA BONITA AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1959		Soft Story

		1027		SIERRA BONITA AVE		944 SIERRA BONITA AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		1035		SIERRA BONITA AVE		1047 SIERRA BONITA AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1955		Soft Story

		1046		SIERRA BONITA AVE		921 SIERRA BONITA AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1955		Soft Story

		1047		SIERRA BONITA AVE		932 SIERRA BONITA AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Soft Story

		941		SPAULDING AVE 		1061 SPAULDING AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1920		Unconfirmed (Concrete/Steel)

		1023		SPAULDING AVE 		1160 SPAULDING AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1922		Soft Story

		1032		SPAULDING AVE 		1023 SPAULDING AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1950		Soft Story

		1061		SPAULDING AVE 		1032 SPAULDING AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1922		Soft Story

		1160		SPAULDING AVE 		941 SPAULDING AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1922		Soft Story

		8358		SUNSET BLVD		9000 SUNSET BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Steel

		8401		SUNSET BLVD		8440 SUNSET BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Concrete

		8440		SUNSET BLVD		8497 SUNSET BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1929		Soft Story

		8497		SUNSET BLVD		9201 SUNSET BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Steel

		8560		SUNSET BLVD		9255 SUNSET BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Steel

		8920		SUNSET BLVD		8358 SUNSET BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1920		Concrete

		8969		SUNSET BLVD		9200 SUNSET BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1971		Steel

		9000		SUNSET BLVD		9100 SUNSET BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1934		Soft Story

		9039		SUNSET BLVD		8969 SUNSET BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1951		Soft Story

		9059		SUNSET BLVD		9039 SUNSET BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1996		Unconfirmed (Concrete/Steel)

		9100		SUNSET BLVD		9229 SUNSET BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Steel

		9200		SUNSET BLVD		9059 SUNSET BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1978		Concrete

		9201		SUNSET BLVD		8401 SUNSET BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Concrete

		9229		SUNSET BLVD		8920 SUNSET BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1988		Unconfirmed (Concrete/Steel)

		9255		SUNSET BLVD		8560 SUNSET BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Concrete

		8300		SUNSET BLVD 		8730 SUNSET BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1959		Concrete

		8640		SUNSET BLVD 		8844 SUNSET BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Steel

		8730		SUNSET BLVD 		8873 SUNSET BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1980		Steel

		8747		SUNSET BLVD 		8300 SUNSET BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1962		Unconfirmed (Concrete/Steel)

		8800		SUNSET BLVD 		8640 SUNSET BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1925		Unconfirmed (Concrete/Steel)

		8844		SUNSET BLVD 		8747 SUNSET BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1936		Soft Story

		8873		SUNSET BLVD 		8800 SUNSET BLVD, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1986		Unconfirmed (Concrete/Steel)

		848		SWEETZER AVE 		848 SWEETZER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		1119		SWEETZER AVE 		1125 SWEETZER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1947		Soft Story

		1125		SWEETZER AVE 		1119 SWEETZER AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1951		Soft Story

		1126		VISTA ST 		1126 VISTA ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1929		Soft Story

		1130		VISTA ST 		1219 VISTA ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1925		Soft Story

		1219		VISTA ST 		1130 VISTA ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		1235		VISTA ST 		1235 VISTA ST, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1930		Soft Story

		714		W KNOLL DR		714 W KNOLL DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1960		Soft Story

		873		W KNOLL DR		873 W KNOLL DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1950		Soft Story

		8319		WARING AVE 		8319 WARING AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1955		Soft Story

		612		WESTBOURNE DR 		612 WESTBOURNE DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1959		Soft Story

		613		WESTBOURNE DR 		949 WESTBOURNE DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1952		Soft Story

		635		WESTBOURNE DR 		930 WESTBOURNE DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		644		WESTBOURNE DR 		842 WESTBOURNE DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		710		WESTBOURNE DR 		920 WESTBOURNE DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1955		Soft Story

		812		WESTBOURNE DR 		644 WESTBOURNE DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1954		Soft Story

		813		WESTBOURNE DR 		635 WESTBOURNE DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1979		Soft Story

		836		WESTBOURNE DR 		909 WESTBOURNE DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1971		Soft Story

		842		WESTBOURNE DR 		812 WESTBOURNE DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1959		Soft Story

		909		WESTBOURNE DR 		813 WESTBOURNE DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1957		Soft Story

		920		WESTBOURNE DR 		961 WESTBOURNE DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1947		Soft Story

		930		WESTBOURNE DR 		836 WESTBOURNE DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1965		Soft Story

		943		WESTBOURNE DR 		943 WESTBOURNE DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		949		WESTBOURNE DR 		613 WESTBOURNE DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1961		Soft Story

		961		WESTBOURNE DR 		710 WESTBOURNE DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1926		Soft Story

		619		WESTMOUNT DR		619 WESTMOUNT DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1950		Soft Story

		457		WESTMOUNT DR 		624 WESTMOUNT DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1937		Soft Story

		624		WESTMOUNT DR 		640 WESTMOUNT DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1949		Soft Story

		625		WESTMOUNT DR 		629 WESTMOUNT DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1978		Soft Story

		629		WESTMOUNT DR 		720 WESTMOUNT DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1975		Soft Story

		640		WESTMOUNT DR 		625 WESTMOUNT DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1949		Soft Story

		650		WESTMOUNT DR 		650 WESTMOUNT DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1964		Soft Story

		655		WESTMOUNT DR 		457 WESTMOUNT DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1947		Soft Story

		720		WESTMOUNT DR 		655 WESTMOUNT DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1939		Soft Story

		813		WESTMOUNT DR 		813 WESTMOUNT DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		821		WESTMOUNT DR 		821 WESTMOUNT DR, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1958		Soft Story

		748		WILLEY LN		748 WILLEY LN, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1950		Soft Story

		750		WILLEY LN		750 WILLEY LN, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1931		Soft Story

		7571		WILLOUGHBY AVE 		8159 WILLOUGHBY AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1925		Soft Story

		7625		WILLOUGHBY AVE 		7625 WILLOUGHBY AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1954		Soft Story

		8159		WILLOUGHBY AVE 		8219 WILLOUGHBY AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1927		Soft Story

		8219		WILLOUGHBY AVE 		8273 WILLOUGHBY AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1963		Soft Story

		8273		WILLOUGHBY AVE 		7571 WILLOUGHBY AVE, WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA		1954		Soft Story
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SEISMIC RETROFIT PROGRAM
SCREENING REPORT

#=| WEST HOLLYWOOD Building & Safety Division

] 8300 Santa Monica Boulevard West HO”yWOOd, CA 90069-6216 tel 323 848.6475 fax 323.848.6569

Ciry of West Hollywood
Califormia 1984

SCREENING REPORT
For Existing Wood Framed Buildings with Soft, Weak, or Open Front Walls

The Screening Report is the first milestone set forth in Ordinance 17-1004 and Chapter
13.28 of the West Hollywood Municipal Code for the retrofit of existing wood frame
buildings with soft, weak, or open front walls (SWOF). The Screening Report is intended
to provide additional information to determine if a building is in the scope of the ordinance
and if a retrofit is required or if the building is exempt from further evaluation.

The building information provided in the screening form will be reviewed by the City of
West Hollywood to determine whether the seismic retrofit is required, in accordance with
Ordinance 17-1004 and Chapter 13.28 of the West Hollywood Municipal code.

The Screening Report must be prepared by a Design Professional (Civil Engineer,
Structural Engineer, or Architect) licensed in the State of California.

Additional information about the Seismic Retrofit Program can be found at:
www.weho.org/seismic.
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SEISMIC RETROFIT PROGRAM
SCREENING REPORT

apeetiizne WEST HOLLYWOOD Building & Safety Division

am
E==l 8300 Santa Monica Boulevard West HO”yWOOd, CA 90069-6216 tel 323 848.6475 fax 323.848.6569

Ciry of Weest Hollywood
Califomia 1984

SCREENING REPORT
For Existing Wood Framed Buildings with Soft, Weak, or Open Front Walls

Section 1: Building & Owner Information

Building Information*:

Building Address:
Year
Parcel Number: Built:
No. of
Stories
above
Living Units: Grade:
Basement: Ful ] Partial [] None []
Owner Information:
Name:
Mailing Address:
City, State: Zip Code:
Phone: Email:

*Please note that separate buildings on the same parcel require separate screening
forms.
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SEISMIC RETROFIT PROGRAM
SCREENING REPORT

=) WEST HOLLYWOOD Building & Safety Division

8300 Santa Monica Boulevard West HO”yWOOd, CA 90069-6216 tel 323 848.6475 fax 323.848.6569

SCREENING REPORT
For Existing Wood Framed Buildings with Soft, Weak, or Open Front Walls

Section 2: Scope of Determination & Building Type
(To be completed by a Design Professional Licensed in the State of California)

Yes No
1. Was the original permit for construction applied for before January 1, 1978? [] []
2. Is the first story of the building Type V (wood-frame) construction? 1 O
3. Does the building have soft, weak, or open-front wall (SWOF) line(s) O 0

on the first floor similar to the SWOF Building Configuration(s) exhibited
on Page 8 & 97

If Yes, which SWOF Building Configuration(s) apply?

Type: A[] B[] cJ o] E[ F[O G[]
(Check All that Apply)

If ANY of the questions 1 through 3 above are marked No: The building may be
exempt from compliance with Chapter 13.28 of the West Hollywood Municipal Code.
Complete Section 3 and 5.

If ALL three of the questions 1 through 3 are marked Yes: The building is subject to
compliance with Chapter 13.28 of the West Hollywood Municipal Code.
Complete Section 3 and 5.

Previous Retrofit: Has the building been retrofitted previously? Yes[] No[]
If Yes, complete Section 4 also.
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SEISMIC RETROFIT PROGRAM
SCREENING REPORT

: Building & Safety Division
" 8300 Santa Monica Boulevard West Hollywood, CA 90069-6216 tel 323 848.6475 fax 323.848.6569

SCREENING REPORT
For Existing Wood Framed Buildings with Soft, Weak, or Open Front Walls

Section 3: Plan/Elevations Sketches & Photographs

In order to determine the status of the building and its compliance with Chapter 13.28 of
the West Hollywood Municipal Code, the following documents shall be submitted as
attachments and reviewed by the Building and Safety Division.

1) Provide a floor plan' of the ground floor, with dimensions and preferably to
scale

The plan shall include the following:

» A dotted outline of the floor above the ground floor. Include the
locations and dimensions of balconies, cantilevers, and setbacks

* Provide labels identifying areas of different use or occupancy
* Indicate north with an arrow and show street names lining the property

2) Provide elevations’ of the perimeter walls indicating width of openings and
total length of wall (openings shall include windows, doors, etc.)

a. Indicate apparent wall material (e.g. wood frame, steel frame, concrete,
block or brick)

3) Provide photos? of the perimeter walls
a. Indicate which elevation the photo show (e.g. North, South, East, West)
b. Please provide a date the photo was taken

Upon review of the documents listed above, the Building and Safety Division may require
additional information.

Note: 'Documents to be in 8 %2 x11 or 11x17 format only.

2For elevations visible from the street using Google Street View, snapshots
will be accepted so long as the entire wall face is visible and not blocked by
any obstructions.
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SEISMIC RETROFIT PROGRAM
SCREENING REPORT

g  WEST HOLLYWOOD

: Building & Safety Division
L] 8300 Santa Monica Boulevard West HO”yWOOd, CA 90069-6216 tel 323 848.6475 fax 323.848.6569

Ciry of Weest Hollywood
Califomia 1984

SCREENING REPORT

For Existing Wood framed buildings with soft, weak, or open front walls

Section 4: Previous Retrofit

Has a previous seismic retrofit been completed? Yes[] No[]

If yes, please provide the permit number

Does the previous completed seismic retrofit meet or exceed the requirements of
Chapter 13.28 West Hollywood Municipal Code? Yes[] No[]

Please attach supporting documentation to include drawings and supporting calculations
for review by the Building and Safety Division.

List Attachments Below:

Attach File
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SEISMIC RETROFIT PROGRAM
SCREENING REPORT

: Building & Safety Division
8300 Santa Monica Boulevard West Hollywood, CA 90069-6216 tel 323 848.6475 fax 323.848.6569

SCREENING REPORT
For Existing Wood Framed Buildings with Soft, Weak, or Open Front Walls

Section 5: Building Determination, Design Professional Statement, Owner
Acknowledgment

Building Status of Compliance with Chapter 13.28 West Hollywood Municipal Code
(Please check 1 box only):

Non- Exempt — Building is to be retrofitted in accordance with [l
Chapter 13.28 West Hollywood Municipal Code.

Exempt — Building is not subject to compliance with the ordinance due to the O
information provided in Sections 2 or all soft, weak, open front wall (SWOF)

lines have been previous retrofitted in compliance with Chapter 13.28 West
Hollywood Municipal Code as indicated in Section 4.

Design Professional

Under penalty of Perjury, | certify that the information provided in this screening form is
based on my personal review of the building and its records, or review by others acting
under my direct supervision, and is correct to the best of my knowledge.

Date Stamped and Signed

Firm Name

Design Professional Telephone

Design Professional Email

5.2 Owner Acknowledgment

| have reviewed this this form with the Design professional and understand the
conclusions of this screening report.

Signature Date
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SEISMIC RETROFIT PROGRAM
SCREENING REPORT

8300 Santa Monica Boulevard West Hollywood, CA 90069-6216

Building & Safety Division
tel 323 848.6475 fax 323.848.6569

Ciry of West Hollywood
Califormia 1984

SCREENING REPORT
For Existing Wood Framed Buildings with Soft, Weak, or Open Front Walls

FOR DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING & SAFETY DIVISION ONLY

[0]  The Screening Report appears to be complete and is assumed correct based on
design professional statements.

[0 The report is incomplete. Additional information is required (see below):

Section 1: Building & Owner Information
Section 2: Scope of Determination & Building Type
Section 3: Plan / Elevation Sketches & Photographs

Section 4: Previous Retrofit

Oooddn

Section 5: Professional Statement and Owner Acknowledgment

List additional information that is needed below:

Building and Safety Division Reviewer:

Signature Date
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ity of West Hollywood
Callformia 1964

WEST HOLLYWOQOD

8300 Santa Monica Boulevard West Hollywood, CA 90069-6216

SEISMIC RETROFIT PROGRAM

SCREENING REPORT

Building & Safety Division
tel 323 848.6475 fax 323.848.6569

SCREENING REPORT
SWOF Building Configurations:

IR
&

BUILDING TYPE A HAS AN OPEN WALL ON
THE LOME DIRECTION OF THE BUILDING
THAT CREATES A WEAK LINE AT THE
LOWER LEVEL.

ELEVATION B

BUILDIMG TYPE B HAS AN OPEN WALL ON
THE SHORT BIRECTION OF THE BUILPING

THAT CREATES A WEAK LINE AT THE
LOWER LEVEL.

&

BUILDIMG TYPE C HAS OPEM WALLS AND/OR
REBUCED WALL LENGTHS RELATIVE TO THE
STORY ABOVE ON MORE THAN ONE SIDE OF
THE BUILBING THAT CREATE MULTIPLE

WEBAK LINES AT THE LOWER LEVEL. NOTE
THAT THIS PLAMN IS NOT REPRESENTATIVE
OF ALL POSSBLE COMFIGURATIONS.

SLOPING

FINISHED
GRADE ]

POTENTIAL
FULL LENGTH,
PARTIAL LENGTH, OR

/ WEAK LINE
NO WALL (COLUMNS

OR POSTS) -]
ELEVATION D

BUILDING TYPE D IS A HILLSIDE STRUCTURE WHERE THE
FIMISHED GRADE SLOPES MORE THAN 1 VERTICAL WUMIT IM THREE
HORIZONTAL UNITS (33 GRADE). THE BLUULDING IS ORIENTED
SUCH THAT THE BASE STORY LS DIFFERENT OM OFFOSITE EMDS
OF THE STRUCTURE.

POTENTIAL
WEAK LINE

FlULL LENGTH, s Ne

FINISHED
PARTIAL LENGTH, OR SRADE
No WALL (COLUMMNS
ORPOSTS) "
ELEVATION E
BUILDING TYPE B IS A HILLSIDE STRUCTURE WHERE THE

FINLSHED GRADE SLOPES MORE THAN 1 VERTICAL UNIT IN THREE
HORIZONTAL UNITS (33F GRADE). THE BUILDING IS ORIENTED
SUCH THAT THE BASE STORY IS DIFFERENT ON OFPOSITE ENDS
OF THE STRUCTURE. IN THIS CASE, ONE OR MORE STORIES IS
PAF!TML.LY WUMNDERGROMME, 'P.ETAIHIHQ E0IL ON ONE OR. MORE
SIDES OF THE STRUCTURE,
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SEISMIC RETROFIT PROGRAM

SCREENING REPORT

8300 Santa Monica Boulevard West HO”yWOOd, CA 90069-6216 tel 323 848.6475 fax 323.848.6569

e WEST HOLLYWOQOD Building & Safety Division

ity of West Hollywood
Callformia 1964

SCREENING REPORT
SWOF Building Configurations:

5 LIVING SPACE LIVING SPACE
§ (MAY BE MULTISTORY) (MAY BE MULTISTORY)
..... A N W AHD ED

Or 1 11 r el al el
ST R ST S I N LI I :
E i [ It | [ [ [ I [
i OPEN RARKING OPEM PARKING
LOWER LEVEL LOWER LEVEL

m :j q :j m | | :j Jj
H L . L .

f="
POTENTIAL POTENTIAL B Ty -
CRIPPLE WALL/ CRIPPLE
WEAK LINE WALL/WEAK FINISHED
FinisHen | HINE L__—-— e |7 GRADE
COMCRETE 4 GRADE
OR MASOMNRY CPEM PARKING B | FULL-HEIGHT
RETAIMING N CONCRETE OR
WALL g MASONRY
i H RETAIMIMNG WALL
E
SECTIO SECTIO
BUILBING TYPE F IS A MULTISTORY STRUCTURE WITH THE BUILDING TYPE G IS A MULTISTORY STRUCTURE WITH THE
LOWEST LEVEL PARTIALLY UNBERGROUND. IT USES LOWEST LEVEL PARTIALLY UNBDERGROUNE. IT USES A
WOOD-FRAMED CRIPPLE WALLS ABOVE PARTIAL HEIGHT COMBINATION OF FULL HEIGHT COMCRETE OR CMY WALLS AND
CONCRETE OR CMU RETAINING WALLS ARCUND THE PERIMETER WOOD-FRAMED CRIPPLE WALLS ABOVE PARTIAL HEIGHT
OF THE BUILDING. THE HORIZONTAL DIAPHRAGM CONSISTS OF COMCRETE OR CMU, RETAIMING WALLS ARCUND THE FPERIMETER
WOOD COMSTRULTION. THE LOWEST LEVEL IS TYPICALLY OF THE BUILBING. THE HORIZONTAL DIAPHRAGM CONSISTS OF
RESERVED FOR PARKING AND UTILITIES, WITH AN OPEN LAYOUT WOOD CONSTRUCTION. THE LOWEST LEVEL IS TYPICALLY
FOR VEHICLE ACCESSIBILITY. RESERVED FOR PARKING AND UTILITIES, WITH AN OFPEN LAYOKT
FOR VEHICLE ACCESSIBILITY.
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STUDY SESSION ON THE RSO UPWARD RENT ADJUSTMENT APPLICATION FOR SEISMIC RETROFITTING AND OTHER CAPITOL IMPROVEMENT COSTS

Rent Stabilization Commission

January 25, 2018





Mandatory Seismic Retrofitting

Property owners required to

Complete engineering report

Complete any identified upgrades



April 1, 2018 – Soft Story Structures



August 7, 2018 – Non-ductile Concrete and Pre-Northridge Steel Motion Frame





Customer Service

Currently assessing needs

Committed to providing high-level support

Property Owners

Tenants

Other Community Members





Tenant Habitability

February 22, 2018



Tenant Habitability Requirements during Renovation



Tenant Buyout Agreement Requirements





Upward Rent Adjustments

Currently, an upward rent adjustment becomes part of Maximum Allowable Rent (MAR)







Upward Rent Adjustments

Currently, there is no hardship exemption for tenants



Rent increases limited to 12% per year for the first two years, any remaining balance goes into effect year three.  



Annual interest at a rate of 10% is added to all deferred rent increases.







Upward Rent Adjustments

Costa-Hawkins vacancy decontrol could be allowing rents to exceed costs



From January 1, 1999 to January 1, 2015, new rents charged at unit turnover increased 92 percent, from $944 to $1,810, equivalent to a growth rate of 4.4 percent annually.  





Upward Rent Adjustments

Upward rent adjustment application requirements are difficult to meet 

Base Year NOI set at 1983.



Base Year NOI escalated to 60% of increase in Consumer Price Index (CPI) - base year to year capital expense incurred (Adjusted Base Year NOI).



Property owner allowed to treat annual amortized cost of capital improvement as an operating expense.



If the NOI for year capital cost is incurred, including annual amortized cost of financing required, less than Adjusted Base Year NOI, hearing examiner may order rent increases. 





Net Operating Income vs. 
Cost Recovery

Net Operating Income (NOI)

Permits amortized capital improvement costs counted as expenses

Compares NOI in the current year to a specified base year.  

Increase tethered to CPI



Cost Recover

Considers costs and permits landlord to recapture some or all over a period of time 

Presumes landlord needs rent increase to complete mandatory seismic retrofitting





STUDY SESSION ON THE RSO UPWARD RENT ADJUSTMENT APPLICATION FOR SEISMIC RETROFITTING AND OTHER CAPITOL IMPROVEMENT COSTS

Rent Stabilization Commission

January 25, 2018







STUDY SESSION ON THE RSO
UPWARD RENT ADJUSTMENT
APPLICATION FOR SEISMIC
RETROFITTING AND OTHER
CAPITOL IMPROVEMENT COSTS.
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June 20, 2016

Mr. Peter Noonan

Rent Stabilization and Housing Manager
City of West Hollywood

8300 Santa Monica Boulevard

West Hollywood, CA 90069

Dear Peter,

We are pleased to submit this draft of the first part of the West Hollywood Apartment Rehab
Study.

It has been a pleasure working with you. Please let us know if you have questions or
comments.

Sincerely,
Jo BT e J\Ammwlz—
Janet Smith-Heimer, MBA Jessica Hitchcock, MCP

President Senior Associate





Table of Contents

INTRODUCGTION....coiiietiriicmterissssser s s s sme e s ssssmse e e s s ssme e e s s s sms e e e s smn e e e e sams e e easmne e e e saneeesnssnnnnsnssnneensnsnns 1
STUDY METHODOLOGY ....coiiiiieiiriicinmerssssneesssssssesssssnsessssssnsesssssnsesssssnssssssssnsesssssnsesssssnnsesssssnnens 3
EXiStiNg CONAitiONS ANGIYSIS ...eeeeiieiiiei e et e eee e e ee e e s e e s ae e e s s ne e e s e ane e e e s ane e e s eeaneeessnnneas 3
07 1T N o LY U= T 1= = T o oIS 3
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS ......cueeiimiiiisssssmmreeressssssssssssssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssnmssssssssssssssnnnnsssssssnssns 4
EXISTING CONDITIONS AND TRENDS.......cccceterrrrissssnmmneerrssssssssssmnsessesssssssssmnssssessssssssnmnssssessanes 7
D T=TapTe ==Y o T To I =T 0T LS PP 7
o Lo TU ST = 11T o] o2 13
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS: WEST HOLLYWOOD AND OTHER CASE STUDY CITIES.................. 20
L LTS o1 YA Yo o PP 20
ST T TN =Y o] 1= oo PP 27
B T 0= 1SR 37
0 SR A g =L 1= 44
APPENDIX A: SUPPLEMENTAL DEMOGRAPHIC TABLES..........ccocirirrrrseeressseee e s ssmee e smees 52
APPENDIX B: HOUSING INVENTORY ......uueeierrriisssssmmsersresssssssssmsesesesssssssssmmssssesssssssssnnnsssssssssses 57
APPENDIX C: TABLES FROM BERKELEY CASE STUDY........cccessmmrrrrrrssssssssmmeseseessssssssnmnssssesssnses 58

APPENDIX D: TABLES FROM LOS ANGELES CASE STUDY ......ccocummmsmmssesssssssssssssssnsssssssssssnns 60





The City of West Hollywood is seeking innovative ways to encourage owners of rent-stabilized
buildings to re-invest in necessary capital improvements and rehabilitation to maintain and
upgrade essential building systems, while limiting increases in rental costs.

West Hollywood has long sought to balance the need for affordably priced housing with a
landlord’s right to a just return. Most rental housing in West Hollywood is aging, with buildings
needing varying degrees of rehabilitation and other capital improvements. The City currently
has a capital improvement pass-through and net operating increase (NOI) program providing
property owners with a means of sharing a percentage of re-investment costs with tenants.
These programs however are not used, and rent stabilization has been presumed to be a
factor limiting landlords’ willingness to make major improvements, even though anecdotal
data suggests owners have been making cosmetic improvements as units vacate.

To meet the challenge of encouraging private owners to re-invest in the city’s rent stabilized
rental housing stock by maintaining and upgrading aging building systems, West Hollywood
has undertaken this Apartment Rehabilitation Study. The Study’s purpose is to develop
programs incentivizing rehabilitation of multi-unit residential rental property subject to the
City’s Rent Stabilization Ordinance, that is, buildings built before July 1, 1979. Program ideally
would balance tenants’ needs for affordable housing and limited rent increases with landlord’s
right to a fair return on investments. “Rehabilitation work” in the context of this study refers to
repairing or replacing major building systems such as plumbing, electrical, roof, structural,
drainage, and elevators. The scope of the project does not include seismic upgrades.

This study addresses the following:

o Assessment of existing rehabilitation programs and cost pass-through programs in
other jurisdictions based on considerations including but not limited to: potential costs
for rehabilitation projects as defined above, financial and habitability impacts to
tenants, potential means of limiting impacts on tenants, successful incentive
programs, and various program structures for established cost pass-through programs.

o Analysis of potential incentive programs that could be offered by the City of West
Hollywood with analysis based on industry acceptable factors, local case studies, and if
available, studies conducted in other jurisdictions.

e Recommendations for establishing rehabilitation programs in the City of West
Hollywood and recommendations for consideration of a potential cost pass-through
program allowing property owners to possibly share some of the costs with tenants.

e Recommendations for exploring a possible cost pass-through program as a means of
sharing rehabilitation costs with tenants evaluated on:
o Financial impacts to in-place rent stabilized tenants, especially to lower-income
tenants, seniors and disabled persons,
o Financial needs for completing building rehabilitation projects, and





o Percentage pass-through amounts, amortization schedules, and other program
aspects to consider when exploring a possible program.

This report is phase one of the Apartment Rehab Study and summarizes existing conditions
and methods used by West Hollywood and other California cities with longstanding rent
stabilization programs. This report provides a basis for phase two, which will evaluate potential
new policies and programs aimed at encouraging private re-investment in aging rent stabilized
apartment buildings.

This report is organized into the following sections:

e Existing Conditions Analysis: This section summarizes demographic and housing trends in
West Hollywood, based on a review of existing reports and data from the U.S. Census
Bureau. The City’'s rent stabilization database was also analyzed to understand the
composition of rent stabilized housing, including average rents and turnover rate.

o Case Study Research: Four cities with rent stabilization and existing capital pass-through
programs were selected to research in more depth for this report, San Francisco, Berkeley,
Los Angeles, and Santa Monica. Capital improvement programs for three of these cities
are described in detail, including the types of improvements permitted for pass-through,
cost recovery formulas, and hardship exemptions.





Existing Conditions Analysis

Demographic data for this analysis are taken from the California Department of Finance, the
US Census Bureau, and the American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year Estimates for 2009 to
2013. Additional housing reports and rent stabilized data was provided by the City of West
Hollywood. BAE analyzed initial rents and turnover rates going back to January 1, 1999, the
first full year when the City, pursuant to the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act, permitted
landlords to raise rents to market levels following a vacancy of a rent stabilized unit.

Case Study Research

For the case study analysis, four cities were chosen for analysis, San Francisco, Berkeley, Los
Angeles, and Santa Monica. These cities were selected because all have rent stabilization?
and capital pass-through programs. After an initial literature review, Santa Monica was
excluded from this report because its pass-through program is substantially similar to West
Hollywood’s, and Santa Monica has had very few cases. A representative from the City of
Santa Monica who was interviewed acknowledged that the City will likely need to revise its
policy in the near future. Because there were few lessons to draw from this example, Santa
Monica’s program was not evaluated.

For the remaining three case study cities, a literature review was completed to describe the
existing capital improvement pass-through program. Stakeholder interviews were conducted
with the city agency in charge of administering the program. The following research topics
were addressed in the literature review and stakeholder interviews:

Policy, Background, History and Revisions
e Describe the process for establishing the capital improvement pass-through program, and
revising to the program.

Policy Structure and Specific Requirements

e Review the municipal code and describe the capital pass- through formula, improvements
that qualify for pass- through, term and permanence of rent increases, rent caps, and
hardship exemptions.

Application Progress and Policy Administration
e Discuss how claims are adjudicated and the standards used to determine variances to the
formula.

Policy Outcomes, Effectiveness, and Gaps

1 The Cities of Berkeley and Santa Monica use the term rent control in place of rent stabilization.
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e Review outcomes, including number of annual requests, average costs, and any suggested
improvements necessary to achieve each city’s policy goals.

The following summarizes findings from the analysis of West Hollywood’s demographic trends
and housing stock, along with the policy research on capital improvement programs as
implemented by the cities of San Francisco, Berkeley, and Los Angeles.

Demographics: West Hollywood is physically built-out, and maintains a stable population
characterized by small households. The overwhelming majority of households are renters who
earn low-incomes. Approximately half of all renter households face a housing cost burden (pay
more than 30 percent of income for rent and utilities), echoing the outcome for California
cities with rent stabilization after passage of the Costa-Hawkins Act, which eliminated vacancy
control.

Rent stabilized inventory: In 2013, there were approximately 24,000 housing units in the City,
of which 16,895 units, or approximately 70 percent, were covered under the RSO. The
median year built for renter-occupied structures is 1959, which suggests some rental buildings
need major system upgrades, such as new roofs, plumbing, and electrical systems. Within the
rent-stabilized housing stock, the majority of units are either studios or one-bedrooms.

There is consistent and regular turnover in West Hollywood’s rent stabilized housing stock.
According to the American Community Survey (ACS), 74.1 percent of renter households moved
into their units after 2000. Data from the city’s rent registration database shows that between
1999 and 2014, the annual turnover rate averaged 2,300 units per year, equivalent to 13.6
percent of the rent stabilized housing stock. The turnover appears to follow market cycles,
with lower turnover when the economy is strong, and higher turnover during weaker economic
periods.

Landlords have been taking advantage of Costa Hawkins and have increased rents up to
market levels following vacancies. Between 1999 and 2015, rents charged when a new
tenancy occurred increased by 91.7 percent from $944 in 1999 to $1,810 in 2014, which is
equivalent to a growth rate in rents of 4.4 percent compounded annually. This turnover has
allowed owners to improve their revenue and increase net operating income beyond levels
allowed when vacancies were controlled. Revenue increases are rising faster than operating
expenses, which means owners have increasing Net Operating Income (NOI) and likely have
extra cash flow to pay for some capital improvements.

There are two types of capital improvement pass-through formulas: cost recovery and NOI
approach. The cost recovery method takes the actual improvement cost and permits the
landlord to recapture a portion of the costs over a specified period. This method presumes
that the landlord needs the rent increase in order to make the investment. This approach is





used by San Francisco and Los Angeles. The NOI approach permits the amortized cost of
capital improvements to be counted as an expense, and compares the NOI in the current year
to a specified base year. NOI is permitted to increase by a level tethered to CPI. If a landlord
is shown to be earning a reasonable return, a capital improvement pass-through is not
granted. Unlike the cost recovery method, the NOI option means-tests whether a pass-through
is necessary. This method is used in West Hollywood and Santa Monica. The City of Berkeley
uses a blend of the two approaches.

West Hollywood’s capital improvement pass-through formula is outdated due to Costa-
Hawkins and vacancy de-control. To recover the cost of improvements in West Hollywood, the
current formula permits NOI to increase by 60 percent of CPlI between the base year and
current year. In a unit where a vacancy has occurred and then the unit re-rented at market
rates, the increase may result in a current year NOI that exceeds the allowed 60 percent of the
CPI difference. There are few instances where the current formula makes a rent increase to
recover capital improvement costs workable. The cases where it may be workable are typically
observed in smaller buildings, such as duplexes and triplexes, with low turnover (leading to low
NOI's) and substantial improvement costs. NOI testing is also cumbersome and labor-
intensive for both City staff and the applicant, and the lack of predictable outcomes may deter
applicants from applying. The current formula does not provide most West Hollywood rental
property owners with an incentive to invest in major capital systems, although anecdotal
evidence suggests landlords are willing to make cosmetic improvements when units vacate
and owners are allowed to charge market rents.

The math matters in the cost pass-through formula. There are tradeoffs between the
percentage of re-invested costs eligible for pass-through, and the amortization period. In
addition, other considerations include what types of improvements qualify as capital
improvements, caps on per year and overall rent increases, allowances for hardship
exemptions and relocation assistance - especially for tenants in lower income categories.

Berkeley’s formula combines the cost recovery formula with principles from the NOI approach.
Before landlords ask for additional rent increases, Berkeley “means-tests” the cost recovery
formula by comparing the permitted pass-through using the cost recovery method against the
prior rent increases following vacancies. If the landlord has already been collecting rent
sufficient to cover the amortized value of the capital improvements, then the City does not
grant a rent increase. Essentially, Berkeley does not allow the landlord to pass-through costs
if the landlord is already earning a fair return.

Each city tailors its capital improvement program to meet its policy goals. San Francisco aims
to encourage landlords to invest in improvements and permits a pass-through according to a
simple cost recovery formula. Berkeley’'s program aims to balance impact to tenants and
allows a pass-through only to the extent needed to provide a fair and reasonable return. Both
cities claim their programs are working well in meeting intended goals.





There were few capital improvement cases reported in the case studies, however the number
increases when improvement costs are high: Data from Berkeley shows that the number of
landlord petitions, which includes capital improvement pass-through requests, declined
significantly after Costa-Hawkins was fully implemented. In the same time period average
Berkeley rents increased at a faster rate. Cities that have recently passed seismic ordinances,
however, are seeing a slight increase in the number of petitions because costs related to
seismic improvements can be high and range from $60,000 to $90,000 or more for the entire
building.

It is important to strike a policy balance between owners and tenants. In San Francisco before
2001, when the allowable recovery was 100 percent, tenants felt that they were unfairly
paying for the full cost of improvements. In a city comprised mostly of renters, tenants
effectively pushed back with Proposition H, which was more favorable to their interests.2 This
highlights the potential voter-led initiatives at the ballot if a policy is perceived to favor
landlords, especially in a city with a high proportion of renter households like West Hollywood.
If crafted carefully based on the percentage of costs eligible and length of amortization, and
balanced with rent caps and other tenant protections a cost pass-through program can provide
a means for landlords to re-invest in aging rental properties while ensuring tenants are not
overly burdened with costs.

2 Proposition H would have amended San Francisco’s rent control ordinance to prohibit residential landlords from
passing onto tenants the cost of major capital improvements, such as a new roof, exterior paint, energy
conservation measures, or remediation of lead hazards.





This chapter provides a summary of renter household demographic trends in West Hollywood
compared to the City of Los Angeles and Los Angeles County. This analysis was performed for
comparative purposes and to identify key demographic differences between West Hollywood
and its surrounding area. This chapter also profiles the city’s current rental housing supply,
focused on those units that are subject to rent stabilization.

Demographic Trends

Population and Household Trends

Between 2000 and 2015, both population and the number of households of West Hollywood
remained relatively stable. According to the California Department of Finance, in 2015, there
were 35,825 residents living in 23,012 households in West Hollywood, with the population
increasing by less than one percent since 2000. These trends illustrate that the City is
physically built-out and maintains a stable population.

In comparison, in the same time period, the City of Los Angeles (Los Angeles) and Los Angeles
County (County) grew by 7.5 and 7.0 percent, respectively.

The average household size in West Hollywood has been and remains notably small; in 2015,
the average household size was 1.54 persons per household, significantly lower than in the
City of Los Angeles and the County (2.84 persons per household in City of Los Angeles, and
3.01 in the County).

Table 1: Population and Household Trends, 2000-2015

% Change
Population 2000 2010 2015  2000-2015
West Hollywood 35,700 34,399 35,825 0.4%
Los Angeles 3,679,600 3,792,621 3,957,022 7.5%
Los Angeles County 9,477,651 9,818,605 10,136,559 7.0%
Households
West Hollywood 23,159 22,511 23,012 -0.6%
Los Angeles 1,274,220 1,316,244 1,347,104 5.7%
Los Angeles County 3,130,635 3,239,280 3,285,160 4.9%
Average Household Size
West Hollywood 1.53 1.52 1.54 0.5%
Los Angeles 2.82 2.81 2.84 0.7%
Los Angeles County 2.97 2.98 3.01 1.2%

Sources: California Department of Finance; BAE, 2015.





Housing Tenure

Renter households comprise the overwhelming majority in West Hollywood'’s residential base.
In 2013, an estimated 17,282 renter-occupied units accounted for 78.6 percent of all
residential units in West Hollywood. This proportion is substantially higher than for the City of
Los Angeles (62.4 percent) or the County (53.1 percent). Between 2000 and 2013, the
proportion of renter households remained fairly consistent.

Table 2: Housing Tenure, 2000-2013

West Hollywood City of Los Angeles Los Angeles County
Tenure (#) 2000 2013 2000 2013 2000 2013
Renters 18,135 17,282 783,530 824,597 1,634,030 1,715,285
Owners 4,985 4,698 491,882 496,363 1,499,744 1,515,098
Total 23,120 21,980 1,275,412 0 1,320,960 3,133,774 0 3,230,383
Tenure (%)
Owners 21.6% 21.4% 38.6% 37.6% 47.9% 46.9%
Renters 78.4% 78.6% 61.4% 62.4% 52.1% 53.1%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Notes:

The American Community Survey (ACS) publishes demographic estimates based on statistic
sampling conducted continuously between 2009 and 2013.

Sources: US Census, 2000; ACS, 2009-2013; BAE, 2015.





Household Composition

West Hollywood’s smaller average household size is the result of a high proportion of single-
person renter households. In 2013, there were 10,834 single-person renter households (62.7
percent of all renter households). In contrast, single renters accounted for only 34.6 percent
of all renter households in Los Angeles, and 31.2 percent in Los Angeles County. Smaller
household size corresponds with a high proportion of studios and one-bedrooms in the rental
housing inventory.

Table 3: Household Composition for Renter Households, 2000-2013

West Hollywood Los Angeles Los Angeles County

HH Composition 2000 2013 2000 2013 2000 2013
Non-Family Households 14,035 14,090 339,524 382,762 643,200 704,065
Single Person 11,076 10,834 257,256 285,397 492,223 535,139
2+ Persons 2,959 3,256 82,268 97,365 150,977 168,926
Family Households 4,097 3,192 443,998 441,835 990,880 1,011,220
Married Couple 3,059 1,938 258,896 233,646 584,262 550,290
Other Family 1,038 1,254 185,102 208,189 406,618 460,930
Total 18,132 17,282 783,522 824,597 1,634,080 1,715,285
Non-Family Households 77.4% 81.5% 43.3% 46.4% 39.4% 41.0%
Single Person 61.1% 62.7% 32.8% 34.6% 30.1% 31.2%
2+ Persons 16.3% 18.8% 10.5% 11.8% 9.2% 9.8%
Family Households 22.6% 18.5% 56.7% 53.6% 60.6% 59.0%
Married Couple 16.9% 11.2% 33.0% 28.3% 35.8% 32.1%
Other Family 5.7% 7.3% 23.6% 25.2% 24.9% 26.9%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Notes:

The American Community Survey (ACS) publishes demographic estimates based on statistical sampling conducted
continuously between 2009 and 2013.

Sources: US Census, 2000, ACS, 2009-2013; BAE, 2015.

Household Income

Renter households have substantially lower median incomes than owner households, a
pattern observed in most cities. In 2013, West Hollywood’s median renter household income
was $46,174, approximately half of the median income of $93,357 for owner households.
Renter incomes also did not rise as rapidly as owner incomes between 2000 and 2013.

Table 4: Median Household Income, 2000-2013

Renter-Occupied Housing Owner-Occupied Housing Total Occupied Households

2000 2013 % Change 2000 2013 % Change 2000 2013 % Change
West Hollywood $34,345  $46,174 34.4% $64,554 $93,357 44.6%  $38,848 $52,649 35.5%
Los Angeles City $26,775  $36,066 34.7% $61,591 $82,834 34.5% $36,541 $49,497 35.5%
Los Angeles County $29,395  $39,016 32.7% $62,180 $83,452 34.2% $42,030 $55,909 33.0%

Notes:

The American Community Survey (ACS) publishes demographic estimates based on statistical sampling conducted
continuously between 2009 and 2013.

Sources: ACS, 2009-2013; BAE, 2015.





As shown below, a sizable portion of West Hollywood’s renter households have limited
income3. Households earning “extremely low” (30 percent or less of AMI), “very low” (30 to 50
percent of AMI), and “low” incomes (50 to 80 percent of AMI) typically need housing costs to
equal between 30 and 40 percent of income in order to afford to buy groceries, pay for
medications and transportation, and to afford other daily living expenses.

Among West Hollywood’s estimated 17,750 renter households, 9,585 households (54
percent) are lower income, earning income below 80 percent AMI (e.g., below moderate
income levels). While the actual incomes per these definitions vary by household size, for
reference purposes, the 80 percent AMI level for a single person household in 2012 was
$54,450. In addition to defining housing needs, these income catagories may be important to
crafting a capital improvement pass-through policy, because some aspects of other cities’
policies tie exemptions and/or relocation cost eligibility to income.

Figure 1: Renter Households by Income Category, West Hollywood, 2012

Extremely
Low
Income,
23%

Very Low
Income,
14%

Source: Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy, 2008-2012; BAE, 2015.

3. Based on HUD Area Median Family Income (HAMFI) from the Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy
(CHAS), which provides cross-tabulations of ACS data. The most recent CHAS data currently available are based on
ACS data collected between 2008 and 2012.
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Housing Affordability

Housing affordability is generally defined by the relationship between household income and
payment for housing (including rent and utilities if a renter household). If a household pays
more than 30 percent of rent and utilities, the household is considered to face a housing “cost
burden,” and in need of lower-cost affordable housing.

In West Hollywood, 50.7 percent of all renters have a cost burden (See Appendix A). This cost
burden rate is slightly lower than the County level (55.9 percent of renters have a cost
burden). This high rate of cost burden among West Hollywood’s renter households seems
surprising, given the presence of rent stabilization. However, over time, as vacancy de-control
has been implemented, allowing vacant units to be re-rented at higher market rates, this cost
burden finding shows the relatively diminishing ability of rent stabilization to collectively ensure
low cost rents. In addition, incomes for many middle and lower income households in
California and the US have not kept pace with inflation, which contributes further to this
situation.

Figure 2: Cost Burdened Renter Households (a), 2012
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West Hollywood City of Los Angeles Los Angeles County
Notes:
(a) Cost burdened renter households pay more than 30 percent of income on rent and utilities.

Source: American Community Survey, 2008-2012; Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy,
2008-2012; BAE, 2015.
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Age of Householder

While the largest proportion of renter households in West Hollywood are aged 35 to 64, the
City also contains a relatively large concentration of senior renter householders (age 65+).
Just over 16 percent of household members were age 65+ in 2013, compared to 12 percent
in the City of Los Angeles and LA County.

Table 5: Renter Householder by Age, 2013

West Hollywood City of Los Angeles Los Angeles County
Age of Householder Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
15 to 34 years 6,065 35.1% 273,687 33.2% 526,695 30.7%
35 to 64 years 8,392 48.6% 452,812 54.9% 976,075 56.9%
65 years and over 2,825 16.3% 98,098 11.9% 212,515 12.4%
Total 17,282 100.0% 824,597 100.0% 1,715,285  100.0%

Notes:

The American Community Survey (ACS) publishes demographic estimates based on statistical
sampling conducted continuously between 2009 and 2013.
Sources: ACS, 2009-2013; BAE, 2015.

The West Hollywood 2013-2021 Housing Element Technical Appendix found that seniors were
more likely to have lower incomes and a disability. The median income for householders over
65 was $22,285, considerably less than the median income among other age groups, likely
reflecting the pattern of seniors living on a fixed income after retirement. In addition, of the
752 households participating in the City’s Housing Choice Voucher Program (e.g., Section 8
rental assistance) as of March 2016, the majority were seniors. Moreover, approximately 51
percent of the City’s senior residents faced some type of disability, with the most common
being physical and mobility related disabilities. Given the higher incidence of seniors choosing
to age in place in addition to the City’s older residential infrastructure, the data suggest a need
for greater accessibility improvements within the City’s housing stock.

Table 6: Median Income by Age of Householder, 2013

West City of Los Angeles
Age of Householder Hollywood Los Angeles County
15 to 34 years $37,880 $26,641 $29,198
25 to 44 years $64,052 $52,606 $58,076
45 to 64 years $55,779 $55,796 $65,821
65 years and over $22,285 $36,079 $39,686

Notes:

The American Community Survey (ACS) publishes demographic estimates
based on statistical sampling conducted continuously between 2009 and 2013.
Sources: ACS, 2009-2013; BAE, 2015.
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Housing Supply

This section summarizes conditions and trends for West Hollywood’s rent stabilized housing
stock based on published reports and a database provided by the City’s Rent Stabilization and
Housing Division. Metrics and trends in the rent stabilized inventory are presented for the
period of January 1, 19994 to December 31, 2014. This information illustrates how vacancy
decontrol has allowed rents and net operating income to increase at a higher rate compared
to rent stabilized rents.

Multi-family Units

According to American Community Survey (ACS) data, there were 24,039 housing units in West
Hollywood in 2013, of which 90 percent were multifamily units. Between 2000 and 2010, the
number of multi-family units increased by 103 units, although a decline was observed among
the City’s single-family homes. According to ACS data, the City lost 207 single family homes, or
8.3 percent of the single family inventory present in 2000. According to City staff, this is likely
due to a trend among homeowners who are purchasing attached units and converting them
into larger single family homes. The net impact due to this loss resulted in a slight decrease in
the City’s housing inventory from a total of 24,110 units in 2000 to 24,039 units in 2013 (see
Appendix B-1).

A slight decrease in the number of units in certain multi-family structures was also observed,
with a loss of 632 housing units in buildings with five to 19 units, and a decrease of 227 units
in large buildings with more than 50 units. City staff expressed concern that some of these
lost units may be due to property owners who invoke the Ellis Act and temporarily “go out of
business” to demolish the building and build new units, which are then no longer rent
stabilized because the ordinance does not apply to new construction.

Housing Stock for Renter Households

The majority of renter households live in multi-family housing (94.3 percent). Renter
households in West Hollywood are more likely to reside in medium (5-19 units) or large
buildings (20+ units) compared to small buildings (2-4 units). In 2013, only 8.4 percent of
renters lived in small buildings. Almost half (47.0 percent) resided in buildings with 5-19 units,
and 39 percent lived in buildings with more than 20 units.

4 1999 was the first full year of vacancy decontrol which allowed landlords to set initial rents to what the market
would bear. Prior to 1999 West Hollywood controlled initial rental rates.
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Table 7: Housing Stock for Renter Households, 2013

West Hollywood

City of Los Angeles

Los Angeles County

Type of Residence Number  Percent Number  Percent Number  Percent
Single Family Units 951 5.5% 175,623 21.3% 501,267 29.2%
Detached 756 4.4% 129,455 15.7% 390,534 22.8%
Attached 195 1.1% 46,168 5.6% 110,733 6.5%
Multifamily Units 16,298 94.3% 645,704 78.3% 1,199,681 69.9%
2-4 Units 1,444 8.4% 98,722 12.0% 224,580 13.1%
5-9 Units 2,873 16.6% 107,998 13.1% 231,314 13.5%
10-19 Units 5,257 30.4% 122,477 14.9% 227,234 13.2%
20-49 Units 4,986 28.9% 162,025 19.6% 259,542 15.1%
50+ 1,738 10.1% 154,482 18.7% 257,011 15.0%
Mobile Home (a) 33 0.2% 3,270 0.4% 14,337 0.8%
Total 17,282 100.0% 824,597 100.0% 1,715,285 100.0%
Notes:

The American Community Survey (ACS) publishes demographic estimates based on
statistical sampling conducted continuously between 2009 and 2013.
(a) Includes standard mobile homes and boats, RVs, vans, and other vehicles that serve as

a primary residence.

Sources: ACS, 2009-2013; BAE, 2015.

Year Structure Built

West Hollywood has a relatively old housing stock, compared to the City of Los Angeles and the
County. More than 54 percent of West Hollywood’s overall housing stock was built before
1959, compared to 44 percent for the City of Los Angeles, and 42 percent for the County.
Among the city’s renter-occupied housing units, the median year built was 1959, compared to
a later 1970 for owner-occupied units. The age of West Hollywood’s rental housing stock
suggests that much of it is reaching or exceeding the 50-year mark, and some buildings may

be in need of capital improvements.

Table 8: All Housing Units by Year Built, 2013

West City of Los Angeles

Year Built Hollywood Los Angeles County
1949 or earlier 26.3% 29.0% 25.4%
1950 to 1959 27.8% 14.7% 16.8%
1960 to 1969 22.9% 15.2% 16.4%
1970 to 1979 12.5% 16.0% 16.5%
1980 to 1989 5.2% 11.3% 12.3%
1990 to 1999 2.1% 6.7% 6.5%
2000 or later 3.1% 7.1% 6.1%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Median Year Built 1960 1960 1962
Owner Occupied 1970 1956 1959
Renter Occupied 1959 1964 1965

Note:

The American Community Survey (ACS) publishes demographic
estimates based on statistical sampling conducted continuously

between 2009 and 2013.

Sources: ACS, 2009-2013; BAE, 2015.
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Rent Stabilized Housing

According to the 2014 Rent Stabilization and Housing Annual Report, 16,895 units (70.2
percent of total housing in West Hollywood) fell under the Rent Stabilization program. Most of
the units that are subject to the RSO are smaller units; studios and one-bedrooms comprise
68.1 percent of the RSO inventory. Units with two or more bedrooms accounted for 31.9
percent of the City’s rent stabilized housing stock. This unit size mix is consistent with the
smaller average household sizes in West Hollywood.

Housing Mobility

The table on the following page shows the year tenants moved into their current housing unit,
and can be used as a measure of housing mobility. In West Hollywood, 74.1 percent of renter
households moved into their units after 2000, compared to 80.6 percent in the City of Los
Angeles and the 82.0 percent in the County. Moreover, West Hollywood households tend to
maintain tenancies for longer periods of time (9.5 percent predate 1989) compared to the City
and County of Los Angeles (5.3 percent and 5.1 percent, respectively).

Table 9: Mobility for Renter Households, 2013

West City of County of
Year Moved Hollywood Los Angeles Los Angeles
1969 or earlier 140 4,668 9,201
1970 to 1979 617 12,481 23,735
1980 to 1989 882 26,278 53,888
1990 to 1999 2,830 116,157 221,113
2000 to 2009 7,640 421,941 902,890
2010 or later 5,173 243,072 504,458
Total 17,282 824,597 1,715,285
1969 or earlier 0.8% 0.6% 0.5%
1970 to 1979 3.6% 1.5% 1.4%
1980 to 1989 5.1% 3.2% 3.1%
1990 to 1999 16.4% 14.1% 12.9%
2000 to 2009 44.2% 51.2% 52.6%
2010 or later 29.9% 29.5% 29.4%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% Moved after 2000 74.1% 80.6% 82.0%
% Remained in Unit since 1989 9.5% 5.3% 5.1%

Notes:

The American Community Survey (ACS) publishes demographic estimates
based on statistical sampling conducted continuously between 2009 and 2013.
Sources: American Community Survey, 2009-2013; BAE, 2015.

15





Turnover in RSO Inventory

According to the 2014 Rent Stabilization and Housing Annual Report, in the 18 years since
Costa-Hawkins has been in effect, a total of 10,792 rental units (64 percent) in West
Hollywood have turned over at least once. However, the report was not able to take the total
churn into account, because some of these RSO units may have been vacated and re-rented
more than once. BAE analyzed the registration database by sorting for instances that qualified
as vacancies to determine total churn. Between 1999 and 2014, there were a total of 36,824
vacancies in the RSO inventory.> Based on the units that have returned to market at least
once, each unit, on average, has been re-rented approximately 3.41 times between 1999 and
2014.

The table below illustrates the annual turnover pattern for West Hollywood’s RSO units.
Between 1999 and 2014, turnover ranged from a low of 1,866 units in 2000 to a high of
2,920 units in 2010. The annual average for the 15-year period was 2,300 units per year. It
is interesting to note that the pattern of churn follows the unemployment rate (a proxy for
economic conditions). When the economy is strong and unemployment is low, fewer tenants
need or want to move. When the economy is weak and unemployment high, this generally
correlates to higher churn in the RSO inventory, perhaps because workers need to move to
find employment elsewhere, or lower rents regionally may provide renters with more options
during weaker points in the economic cycle.

Figure 3: Annual Turnover for West Hollywood’s Rent Stabilized Units Compared to
the Unemployment Rate, 1999-2014
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Sources: West Hollywood Division of Rent Stabilization and Housing, 2015; EDD, 2015; BAE, 2015.

5 Vacancies included recorded database entries coded as Rent Adjustment, New/Returned to Market, Initial
Registration, Base Rent Adjustment, First Market Rate Rent Post Costa Hawkins, Not EI Rent Adj, Section 8
Registration, and Return to Market/Section 8.
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Average Rents for Continuously Controlled RSO Units Compared to New Market Rents

The Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act permits owners to set rents at market levels following a
vacancy. Once the new rent is set, subsequent increases for that tenant are again stabilized,
with annual increases limited to the permissible escalations set by the Rent Stabilization
Commission.

The Rent Stabilization and Housing Division (Division) publishes the average move-in rents for
units that were vacated after Costa Hawkins went into effect in 1995 and compares to this
yearly average rents paid by long-term, pre-1996 tenants who are still in their units.6 This
demonstrates the average rents associated with the different “tiers” of housing for pre- and
post-Costa Hawkins units.

Figure 4: Average Rent Increase Following a Vacancy, West Hollywood Rent
Stabilized Housing, 1999-2014
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Sources: West Hollywood Division of Rent Stabilization and Housing rent registration database, 2015; BAE, 2015.

The graph on the next page shows the difference between rents that have been continuously
controlled since 1996 to the average rent for units that have been re-rented, based on data
from the 2014 Rent Stabilization and Housing Annual Report. One-bedroom units were
selected to highlight because smaller units comprise the majority of the RSO inventory. The
rents for continuously controlled units reflect the average rent for a one-bedroom in 1996,
inflated annually by the Annual General Adjustment permitted by the RSO.

As shown in the following graph, the spread between the rents for continuously controlled
units and newly vacated rentals is considerable. For one-bedroom units, the average rent for a

6 The average rents for pre-1996 tenants is taken by using the maximum allowable rent (MAR) from December
1995 and applying the annual general adjustments through 2014.
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tenancy beginning before 1999 was $912 in 2014. In comparison, initial rents for new one-
bedroom tenancies beginning in 2014 averaged $1,682, an 84.4 percent increase or $770
rent differential. The differential in studios and two-bedrooms is equally stark, with the spread
between 2014 new market rents and controlled rents ranging from $568 per unit for a studio,
and $1,029 for a two-bedroom. Calculated on an annualized basis, an owner who was able to
reset rents in 2014 following a vacancy of a 1999-tenant would earn approximately $6,800
more annually for a studio, $9,200 for a one-bedroom, and $12,300 for a two-bedroom.

Figure 5: Rent Comparison between New Rents Charged Upon Vacancy
to Estimated Rents for Continuously Controlled Units, One-Bedroom
Units in RSO Inventory, 2001-2014
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Source: Rent Stabilization and Housing Annual Report, 2014.
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The figure below shows the average new rent charged after a vacancy, based on the rent
registration database. Between 1999 and 2014, the average rent increased from $944 to
$1,810, which represents a 91.7 percent increase over a 16-year period. This is equivalent to
an annual average increase of 4.4 percent per year. This is higher than the Annual General
Adjustment (AGA) allowed, which is limited to 75 percent of the May to May change in the
Consumer Price Index for all urban consumers in Los Angeles, Orange, and Riverside Counties
rounded to the nearest quartile. From 1999 to 2014 the AGA averaged 2.0 percent per year.

Figure 6: Average New Rent Following a Vacancy by Year, West Hollywood Rent
Stabilized Housing, 1999-2014
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West Hollywood

Policy Background

The City enacted rent stabilization in 1985 as a response to what it saw as a critical
shortage of rental housing in the city and surrounding areas. Due to the shortage the City
felt it was very difficult to find adequate, safe and decent rental housing at reasonable
rates, and without controls many tenants would be forced to move and relocate. Further,
there was a shortage of rental units in the city and rents were increasing at an excessive
rate. The rental housing shortage was compounded by high interest rates and high land
costs that resulted in a very low construction rate of new rental units. In addition, a
substantial number of renters in the city were age sixty-five or older and spent a high
proportion of their income on rent. Further, when low and moderate income tenants were
displaced as a result of rent increases they could not afford to pay, they had extreme
difficulty finding affordable apartments within the city. As a result, the City felt that the
ability of tenants to negotiate initial rents had become an illusory concept.

Further, prior to the formation of the city on November 29, 1984, rental rates were
regulated by the County of Los Angeles. Total deregulation at that time would have led to
immediate, widespread and excessive rent increases resulting in the forced eviction and
dislocation of tenants, many of whom were living on low and moderate incomes. The city,
therefore, adopted a temporary moratorium ordinance as an urgency measure on
November 29, 1984 rolling back rents to those in effect on August 6, 1984 and limiting
evictions to certain specified grounds. On June 27, 1985, the City Council adopted a
comprehensive Rent Stabilization Ordinance (RSO) to protect tenants from unreasonable
and excessive rents, to protect tenants from involuntary displacement, and to keep rents
within the city at a moderate level and at the same time to ensure a just and reasonable
return to landlords.

The RSO covers 70 percent of the City’s housing stock, and includes multi-family properties
built before 1979 and a separate category of properties with only one unit with pre-1996
tenants. Certain residential buildings qualify for exemptions, including new construction built
after 1979, condominiums and single family homes with only one unit whose tenants moved
in after 1996, institutional facilities, non-profit and government-owned housing, hotels, and
motels.

Annual General Adjustment

Rents in stabilized units are allowed to increase annually by the Annual General Adjustment
(AGA), which is adjusted on September 1 each year. The AGA is calculated as 75 percent of
the May to May change in the Consumer Price Index for all urban consumers in Los Angeles,
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Orange, and Riverside Counties rounded to the nearest quartile. Landlords of rent-stabilized
units, who are in compliance with the RSO registration and fee requirements, may increase
rents by the AGA annually after giving proper notice to their tenants. The table below shows
the annual allowable AGA from 1985 to 2015.

Figure 7: Annual General Adjustment (AGA), West Hollywood, 1985-2015
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Policy Structure and Specifics

West Hollywood uses a net operating income analysis (NOI) to determine whether an applicant
is eligible for a capital improvement pass-through. With the exception of a few minor changes,
the capital improvement pass-through policy has remained virtually unchanged since the RSO
was adopted in 1985.7 It should be noted that West Hollywood, along with Santa Monica, are
the only rent stabilization programs that rely on a full NOI analysis to determine whether a unit
is eligible for a capital improvement rent adjustment. Other California cities with rent
stabilization programs, namely Berkeley, San Francisco, and San Jose, use a cost recovery
formula tied directly to the actual cost of improvements.

Definition of Capital Improvement

According to the City’s Rent Stabilization Regulations, a capital expenditure must be
“necessary or reasonable to maintain or improve the property and result in real benefit to the
tenants of the property as opposed to merely increasing the value of the property to the
benefit of the landlord without commensurate benefit to the tenants.” There is a minimum
$100 cost threshold, so improvements below this value cannot be passed on to tenants.

The permitted types of capital improvements eligible for pass-through include appliances,
improvements to apartment interiors such as painting, flooring/carpeting, window coverings,
and major building systems, such as elevators, gates, plumbing, and roofing. The types of
improvements eligible for pass-through are fairly broad, defined by outcome (e.g., real benefit
to the tenants) rather than specific cost levels or degrees of repair/improvement.

Pass-Through Formula for Capital Improvements

West Hollywood’'s Rent Stabilization Ordinance (“Ordinance”) provides that a landlord who
incurs expenses for building improvements, major repairs, and maintenance is entitled to rent
increases in order to provide a just and reasonable return.

To determine whether an applicant is eligible for a pass-through, the City compares the net
operating income (NOI) in the base year to the current year. The base year is 1983, the year
before rent stabilization became effective, unless the Commission decides to use a different
year for income and expenses. The RSO establishes a presumption that the net operating
income produced by the property in the base year provided the landlord with a fair return.8

The City calculates the NOI in the base year, and increases it by 60 percent of the change in
CPI between the base year and current year. It then compares this “reasonable NOI” to the

7In 1991, the Rent Board Commission enacted a provision which enabled landlords to increase rents that were
“disproportionately low” in order to earn a “just and reasonable return” following a 1990 State Supreme Court
decision in Vega v. City of West Hollywood. This change did not directly relate to the calculation for capital
improvement pass-throughs, but were applicable to NOI adjustment cases, which shares a similar formula for
calculating pass-through surcharges.

8 Adjustments can be made to account for revenue or expenses that were disproportionately high or low in the base
year.
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actual NOI in the current year, which includes the amortized cost for capital improvements
(see example below). If this NOI is below the “reasonable NOI”, then the City permits a rent
increase to recover some of the capital improvement cost.

Example Calculation
This example is taken from a sample case which has been simplified for this report.

A landlord was proposing to spend approximately $140,000 in improvements in a duplex, and
applied for a capital improvement pass-through in 2002 claiming that the NOI after the capital
improvement cost, would not permit him to earn a fair return. The improvements included a
variety of short- and longer-term improvements, including new carpeting, new appliances,
major systems upgrades (electrical and plumbing), a new roof, and new deck. Based on the
owner’s calculations, the NOI in 2000, the base year, was $8,900. Between the base year and
the petition year in 2002, the CPI in Los Angeles increased from 167.3 to 181.9, which
translates into a permissible NOI increase of 5.2 percent (equivalent to 60 percent multiplied
by the CPI difference). Applying 5.2 percent to the base year NOI, the NOI permitted in 2002
by the Rent Stabilization Ordinance would have been approximately $9,375.

West Hollywood permits the amortized value of improvements to be included in the current
year NOI. If a landlord spends $1,000 on appliances, which have a 10-year amortization
period as defined by the RSO, then $100 would be permitted as an annual expense included
in the NOI calculation. In this instance, the owner claimed that the amortized capital
improvement expense was $15,000, which would reduce his NOI in the current year from
$15,550 to $550. Under the owner’s calculations, the permitted annual rent increase should
have been $8,825 ($9,375-$550), which if divided between two units, would have amounted
to a permanent $367 monthly increase per tenant.

Under the NOI method, applicants have an incentive to overestimate NOI in the base year and
undervalue it in the current year to generate a larger differential in NOI, which would result in a
higher permissible rent increase. Therefore, the NOI pass-through method necessitates a
thorough review by the Rent Stabilization and Housing Division, which may arrive at different
findings. In this case, the Division arrived at a higher base year NOI of $13,435, and a
“reasonable NOI” of $14,133. The Division also calculated a different current year NOI of
$8,600. The Rent Board’s calculations entitled the owner to additional annual income of
$5,533, not the $8,825 that the owner had requested (a 37 percent reduction below the
requested income).

According to these calculations, the period it would take for the owner to recover his $140,000
investment would have been 25 years ($140,000 divided by $5,533). Given the types of
improvements that were proposed, some of which included appliances with shorter life cycles,
the 25-year period to fully recover the capital improvement cost is longer than what would
have been permitted under other depreciation schedules, such as the Internal Revenue Code.
The Internal Revenue Service (IRS) permits a shorter depreciation schedule for less intensive
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improvements.  According to IRS Publication 527, carpeting and appliances can be
depreciated over five years, while more extensive improvements, such as the roof and major
systems, are depreciated over 27.5 years. West Hollywood’s current NOI method for
calculating pass-throughs does not align with the IRS method for depreciating capital
improvements.

Impact of Costa Hawkins

According to City staff interviewed, the passage of the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act of
1995 has significantly curbed landlords’ ability to qualify for a capital improvement pass-
through. In residential buildings where tenants have vacated and owners have increased
rents up to market levels, the impact of these market rate increases results in current year Net
Operating Incomes that exceed 60 percent of the CPI difference, meaning that capital
improvements cannot be passed through under the current formula due to the relatively higher
rents achieved by vacancy de-control and re-renting,

There are few instances where the current formula makes a rent increase feasible, and these
are typically observed in smaller buildings, such as duplexes and triplexes, where there have
been none or very few vacancies with limited rent increases, and the capital improvement
costs were substantial. In larger buildings, where the chances that units have turned over is
higher because there are more units, qualifying for a capital improvement is less likely, unless
the improvements costs are extraordinary.

City staff corroborated that the number of NOI adjustment cases have declined significantly
following Costa Hawkins. The City applies the same formula for NOI adjustment cases and
does not separately track the number of capital improvement requests, so the following data
conflates all NOI adjustment requests, although the findings are still relevant. Between 1984
and 1996, there were approximately 120 NOI adjustment cases. Between 1996 and 2015,
there have only been 19, which is an average of one NOI adjustment case per year.

It should be noted that it is not clear whether the NOI formula is causing a decline in the
number of capital improvement requests, or whether landlords are earning a sufficient income
based on new vacancy rent increases to make improvements without requesting a pass-
through from the City. Anecdotal evidence based on discussions with City staff seem to
suggest a combination of the above factors, which means there may be potential for the City to
update its formula.

Allowable Rent Increase

If an owner is shown to be eligible for a rent increase following the NOI analysis, the rent can
be increased by a maximum of 12 percent during the first twelve months following a decision.
The balance of the final increase, if any, is applied in the subsequent year. For example, if the
Rent Stabilization and Housing Division approves an increase of $200 for a unit where the
tenant is currently paying $1,000, in the first year, the rent can only be increased to $1,120.
In subsequent years, the tenant will pay the full amount of $1,200.
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Hardship Exemption

West Hollywood does not exempt any special categories of persons or households from
qualifying rent increases. The ordinance attempts to mitigate the impact by phasing in the full
increase over two years, but otherwise, there are no exemptions. Without a hardship
exemption, this puts tenants on fixed or low-incomes at risk of displacement if they cannot
afford the permitted rent increase.

Tenant Relocation

According to City staff, there is currently no provision in the City’s ordinance that allows
landlords to relocate tenants in order to complete voluntary rehabilitation work unless a notice
has been issued indicating code violations. If substantial repairs are required to correct code
violations and the work cannot be performed with the tenants in place, the landlords must pay
for reasonable costs for temporary housing up to six months. Once the code violations have
been remedied, tenants have the right to return to their units. If the work cannot be
completed within six months, then the owner is required to pay the requisite relocation fees.

Based on the current fee schedule, each household is entitled to a fee based on the unit size:
- $6,180 for a studio
- $8,726 for a one-bedroom
- $11,754 for a two-bedroom
- $15,512 for a three-bedroom

Qualified tenants earning less than 120 percent of Area Median Income (AMI) are eligible for
relocation assistance of $16,359. These include senior or disabled tenants, households with
children under the age of 18, and terminally ill patients. Households earning less than 100
percent of Area Median Income are eligible for relocation assistance up to $20,600.

Outcomes

As West Hollywood’s rent-stabilized properties age, and especially as 21st century energy-
efficiency and seismic upgrade goals become increasingly critical, the current method appears
to have resulted in few applicants making capital improvements. In the long run, this impasse
could impact the quality of the housing stock, and the quality of life and safety of some of its
tenants if landlords choose to not maintain their buildings

In summary, reasons to consider changing the current pass-through policy include:

o West Hollywood’s capital pass-through formula is outdated due to impact of Costa-
Hawkins. The current formula permits NOI to increase by 60 percent of the change in the
CPI index between to the current year and base year. With the introduction of Costa-
Hawkins, enabling greater rents to be achieved upon vacancy than the AGA otherwise
allows, the approach of comparing to the long-ago base year and limiting pass-through
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adjustments eliminates most property owners from qualifying for this method of cost-
recovery.

NOI testing is cumbersome and difficult for property owners to predict, deterring some
applicants from making needed improvements. Staff responsible for calculating NOI
adjustments indicated that the process can be onerous. In order to complete an NOI
analysis, a substantial burden of evidence is needed to establish the base year NOI
(typically 1983) and current year NOI. The longer the period of time that has passed since
the base year, the more difficult it is for current property owners to establish these facts.
In addition, the process is somewhat subjective, and the permitted rent increase may be
substantially different from the owner’s expectation. This process and the lack of
predictability may deter applicants from applying for a capital pass-through.

West Hollywood should consider updating its relocation policy for voluntary improvements
and consider establishing a hardship exemption. Currently, there is no established
relocation policy if owners want to make major voluntary improvements. In addition, the
city does not have a hardship exemption, which puts seniors and low-income tenants at-
risk of displacement.
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San Francisco

Policy Background

San Francisco’s capital improvement pass-through program has historically been tied to the
improvement cost. The City’s original program permitted landlord’s to pass through 100
percent of the improvement cost onto tenants. In 2000, in response to rising rents and
displacement, San Francisco voters passed Proposition H, which favored tenants by
prohibiting rent increases for capital improvements except for seismic work. At the time, San
Francisco was facing a severe housing shortage, and renters made the argument that the
capital improvement pass-throughs exacerbated already high rents and were unfair because
tenants were responsible for the full capital costs. Proposition H was challenged in court, and
was struck down on the basis that there was not a sufficient mechanism to ensure a fair
return to landlords.

In 2001, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors forged a political compromise, which led to
the creation of the current formula. The revisions included new amortization schedules,
established maximum annual pass-through surcharges, and limited cost recovery for large
buildings to 50 percent of the improvement cost.

Policy Structure and Specifics

Capital Improvement Definition
In San Francisco, a capital improvement “materially adds to the value of the property,
appreciably prolongs its useful life, or adapts it to new uses, and may be amortized over the
useful life of the improvement of the building.” Examples include, but are not limited to,
appliances, interior and exterior painting, new roof structures, boiler replacement, and new
electrical or sprinkler systems.

Repairs and maintenance, such as replacing broken windows or clearing a clogged drain, do
not count as capital improvements. Code violation corrections may be certified for a pass-
through if the work is completed within 90 days of the issuance of the notice of violation.

Seismic work and improvements required by federal, state, or local laws enacted after 2002
are also eligible for pass-through, although the formula dealing with seismic-related work is
different from the capital improvement calculation.

Pass-Through Formula for Capital Improvements

San Francisco applies different capital improvement calculations for small and large buildings.
Smaller buildings are allowed to recoup 100 percent of the improvement cost, and the time
period for recovery is extended over a longer period, of 10-, 15-, or 20-years. In contrast,
larger buildings, defined as buildings with six or more residential units, can only recover 50
percent of the improvement cost, but the recovery period is accelerated, ranging from seven to
ten years, depending on the improvement.
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The table below shows the pass-through allowances, eligible costs, and amortization periods
for small and large buildings.

Table 10: Capital Improvement Pass-Through Eligible Costs, San Francisco, 2015

Small Buildings Large Buildings
Definition Five residential units or less Six residential units or more
Percent cost recovery 100% 50%
Amortization Straight-line Straight-line

7-Year

Appliances, fixtures, carpeting, exterior and
interior painting of common areas
10-Year 10-Year

Electrical heaters, new doors and skylights, New foundation, plumbing, electrical and
appliances, fixtures, water heaters, shower| plumbing, roof structure, boiler replacement,
heads, carpeting, exterior and interior| elevator rebuild/cables, exterior siding, floors,
painting of common areas, central security| central smoke system, sprinkler system, A/C
system, central smoke detection system,| system, stairs, fire escapes, ceilings/walls/
Amortization Period for new roof structure and cover| sheetrock, windows, doors, cabinets, sinks
Eligible Costs
New kitchen or bathroom cabinets, sinks,
furnaces and gas heaters, windows,
sprinkler systems, A/C system, exterior
siding or stucco, elevator rebuild/cables, new
floor structure, ceilings/walls/sheetrock,
decks, stairs

20-Year

New foundation, plumbing , electrical wiring,
chimneys, fire escapes, concrete patios, iron
gates, sidewalk replacement

Sources: City and County of San Francisco, Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board, Rules and Regulations,
2015; BAE, 2015.

It should be noted in San Francisco, the amortization period is not necessarily related to the
useful life of the improvement. For example, a new foundation, which typically has an
extended useful life, has a 20-year amortization period for small buildings, which is typical
considering how long that improvement is expected to last. However, in larger buildings, the
amortization period for a new foundation is accelerated to ten years, which allows the landlord
to recoup the investment at a faster rate.

This accelerated amortization period represents a tradeoff to larger buildings for limiting the
total cost recovery to 50 percent of the actual cost. According to a senior staff member in San
Francisco interviewed for this case study, the creation of this policy was not necessarily tied to
a mathematical formula, but rather resulted from political negotiations when the rule was
revised by the Board of Supervisors in 2001.

This highlights the bifurcation in San Francisco’s policy in the way it treats small and large
buildings. Smaller buildings are allowed to recapture the full value of the improvements over a
longer period. Larger buildings are permitted to recapture a smaller percentage of the cost but





in a shorter time frame. However, despite these differences, the net impact on the permitted
rent increase is negligible for large and small buildings, as demonstrated in the pass-through
example calculation in the following pages.

Pass-Through Formula for Seismic Improvements

Seismic improvements and work required by law follow a more systematic approach, and does
not change depending on the building size. These improvements are amortized on a straight-
line basis over twenty years, and the City allows the landlord to recoup 100 percent of the
improvement cost.

Table 11: Seismic Improvement Pass-Through, San Francisco, 2015

Small Buildings Large Buildings

Definition Five residential units or less Six residential units or more

Percent cost recovery 100% 100%

Amortization Straight-line Straight-line

Amortization Period for S— 20-vear — 20 Year

. Seismic improvements or work required by|  Seismic improvements or work required by
Eligible Costs

federal, state, or local laws federal, state, or local laws

Sources: City and County of San Francisco, Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board, Rules and Regulations,
2015; BAE, 2015.

In 2013, San Francisco passed a seismic ordinance requiring wood-frame residential buildings
with five or more dwelling units and three or more stories constructed before 1978 to be
seismically retrofitted. The program has been successful in eliciting a high response rate, 99
percent, of all affected property owners. The work needs to be completed by 2020, and the
Rent Board has already begun to see an increase in applications related to seismic work.
Twenty seismic improvement projects have been certified so far, and most range between
$60,000 and $90,000, with some costing over $100,000. The senior staff member
interviewed for this case study estimated the monthly pass-through averages $60 per unit per
month.

Soft Costs

Landlords who make capital or seismic improvements are entitled to interest, irrespective of
whether the improvements are financed with debt or equity. If financing was obtained, the
actual interest rate up to 10 percent can be counted in the pass-through. If no funds were
borrowed for the work, an imputed interest rate is used. Every year, the Rent Board publishes
annual interest rates that are tied to the Federal Reserve rates for treasury securities of
varying investment periods, including seven, 10, 15, and 20-year terms, which correspond to
the City’s amortization periods.

Other soft costs, such as architectural or engineering fees, are not permitted for pass-through.

29





Allowable Rent Increase

The maximum annual pass-through varies for small and large buildings. The annual maximum
limit is five percent of base rent in buildings with five or less units, and ten percent in buildings
with six or more units. These are annual caps, which means that if the cap is reached in the
first year, additional increases are permitted in following years until the total permitted pass-
through is reached. For example, assume that the City certifies a capital improvement pass-
through of $150 per unit for a large building. A tenant who is paying $1,000 in rent can only
have his rent increased by $100 in the first year. In the second year, the tenant is responsible
for the remaining $50, paying the full $150 pass-through amount in year 2. This method
phases the capital improvement pass-through over time but does not cap the total amount of
the increase.

The pass-through does not become part of the tenant’s base rent and is not permanent. Once
the pass-through is fully amortized for a unit, it is discontinued. In addition, once a tenancy
ends, a new tenant cannot be charged a capital improvement pass-through because the
landlord was free to set a new market rent at the time the unit was vacant.

San Francisco crafted its formula setting the percent cost recovery and amortization periods to
pass-through an equivalent dollar amount per unit to tenants in small and large buildings. The
table following illustrates how San Francisco’s formula is applied to capital improvements
totaling $10,000 per unit for small and large buildings, and highlights the interplay between
cost recovery and amortization period. For a small building with five units, 100 percent of the
improvement cost can be passed through over a 20-year period, which translates into a pass-
through of $42 per unit per month. In contrast, for a building with ten units, only 50 percent of
the costs are eligible for pass-through, but the amortization is accelerated, leading to the same
monthly increase for tenants of $42 per unit per month.

According to Rent Board staff, most certified capital improvement pass-through amounts do
not reach the annual cap, and is not a common issue in the majority of cases. The caps
mostly apply to tenants with low rents who have remained in a unit for a long time, or if the
work is substantial and costly.
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Table 12: Sample Calculation for Capital Pass-
Through, San Francisco, 2015

Small Large
Assumptions Buildings (a) Buildings (b)
Per Unit Improvement Cost $10,000 $10,000
Number of units 5 10
Improvement cost $50,000 $100,000
Allowable cost recovery % 100% 50%
Amortization period 20 10
Calculation
Maximum recoverable cost $50,000 $50,000
Annual cost recovery $2,500 $5,000
Monthly cost recovery $208.33 $416.67
Monthly pass-through per unit (c) $41.67 $41.67
Notes:

(a) Small buildings are rental properties with five units or less.

(b) Large buildings are properties with six units or more.

(c) The annual cap rents can be increased is 5% in small buildings
and 10% in large buildings.

Sources: BAE, 2015.

Optional Formula

For large buildings with six or more units, a tenant can opt for an alternate formula and elect
to have 100 percent of the costs passed through. No increase shall exceed five percent in a
twelve-month period, and over the life of the tenancy, the total increase shall never exceed 15
percent of the tenant’s base rent.

According to Rent Board staff, this alternative was an important component in the 2001
compromise, as tenant groups wanted to create an option to cap the maximum increase,
especially for tenants with historically low rents or on fixed-incomes. However, this option has
rarely been invoked in practice, because tenants who would use this typically qualify for the
hardship exemption.

Hardship Exemption

San Francisco has clear guidelines establishing qualifications for hardship exemptions:

e A Tenant is a recipient of means-tested public assistance, such as Social Security
Supplemental Security Income (SSl), General Assistance (GA), Temporary Assistance for
Needy Families (TANF), or California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids
(CalWORKS), or

e Gross household income is less than 80 percent of Area Median Income for the metro
area that includes San Francisco; rent charged exceeds 33 percent of gross household
income; and assets, excluding non-liquid assets and retirement accounts, do not exceed
amounts permitted in determining eligibility for below market-rate (BMR) home ownership,
or

e Exceptional circumstances, such as excessive medical bills, which is reviewed on a case by
case basis
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A tenant can file a hardship application at any time. Before 2001, the hardship exemption
could only be claimed at the time the landlord requested the pass-through, but the 2001
changes expanded this provision, so a tenant could file a hardship request at any time.

Tenant Relocation

If a tenant must be relocated, payments vary depending on the expected length of the
disruption. For work expected to last 20 days or less, tenants are eligible for a $302 per diem
payment plus actual moving expenses. If the work is expected to last more than 20 days, the
landlord must pay $5,511 to any tenant who has resided in the unit for more than a year up to
a maximum of $16,653 for one unit. An additional $3,701 is required for each elderly (60
years or older) or disabled tenant, or household with minor children.

According to Rent Board staff, most landlords attempt to complete work, if possible, with
tenants in place because relocation expenses can significantly add to the cost. This policy
encourages landlords to complete work as quickly as possible and with tenants in place,
because the cost of relocation can be substantial.

Capital improvements and substantial rehabilitation work are just causes for eviction in San
Francisco. For a capital improvement, a tenant has the right to reoccupy the unit once the
repairs are completed. However, the right to reoccupy does not extend to substantial
rehabilitations, which is defined as buildings over 50 years old for which the proposed work is
at least 75 percent the cost of new construction. In an effort to deter displacement, San
Francisco limits the ability of a unit to convert to a condominium if a landlord invokes the
substantial rehabilitation cause for eviction.

Application Process and Administration

Administrative Review

Landlords seeking to pass through the costs of capital improvements must file an application
with the Rent Board and submit the requisite information. Capital improvement petitions must
be filed within five years of the completion of the capital improvement work.

A hearing date is scheduled within 45 days of the application filing date. The hearing is
conducted by an Administrative Law Judge, and the burden of proof is on the landlord. The
Administrative Law Judge issues findings as to whether the proposed rent increases are
justified based on the following considerations:

- The application and its supporting documentation

- Evidence presented at the hearing establishing the extent and the cost of the work

performed
- Estimator’s report, when applicable
- Other relevant factors

The decision is final unless appealed to the Rent Board.
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Tenant Notifications

To impose the pass through, landlords are required to issue a written notice of increase to the
affected tenants, after the initial petition is filed with the Rent Board. If the notice is served
before the petition is filed, the notice is void.

Tenants are not required to pay the pass through until a final decision is issued by the Rent
Board. However, the pass through, if approved, is retroactive to the effective date of a valid
notice of increase.

According to state law, a 30-day notice is required if the combination of the annual rent
increase and the capital improvement increase is less than 10 percent. A 60-day notice is
required if the combination of increases exceeds 10 percent.

Pre-Application for Large Projects

San Francisco attempts to mitigate the impact associated with high-cost projects by requiring
landlords to provide a pre-application notice to the Rent Board and tenants of capital
improvement projects totaling more than $25,000 per unit. Landlords also have to pay for the
cost of an estimator hired by the Rent Board to corroborate costs, unless the applicant
provides copies of competitive bids.

Impact of Lowering the Cost Recovery Percentage from 100% to 50%.

One of the complaints cited by landlords is that reducing the cost recovery from 100 percent
to 50 percent does not permit the landlord to recapture the full cost of their investment,
although tenants would argue that capital improvements improve the landlord’s fixed assets,
so the costs should be split.

San Francisco publishes data on their capital improvement program dating back to 1984, and
BAE analyzed this to assess whether there were changes in the number of petitions for units
affected before and after the formula change went into effect in 2001. 2001 data was
excluded from analysis because the formula change may have caused an anomalous increase
in the number of petitions filed. The 12-year period was assumed to be a sufficient time frame
to account for potential aberrations in any given year and economic cycles.
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Figure 8: Number of Petitions for Capital Improvement Pass-Through, San
Francisco, FY 1988 - FY 2014
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The data suggests that there is a high correlation between pass-through petitions and
economic cycles. The above figure compares the number of capital improvement petition
requests filed in the twelve-year period before and after the 2001 formula change. According
to the staff person interviewed, the number of petitions rise and fall according to the business
cycles, in part because landlords are more willing and have access to capital during boom
periods.
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The average number of petitions filed is fairly consistent in the twelve years before and after
2001. Between FY 1988 and FY 2000, an average of 243 petitions were filed, which was
somewhat higher than the average number of petitions filed between FY 2002 and FY 2014,
at 2109.

Although the total number of petitions was similar, the total number of units associated with
the petitions was noticeably lower in the years following 2001. The table below shows that in
the twelve years before 2001, capital pass-through petitions affected an average of 1,979
units annually. After 2001, the number of affected units fell by 31 percent to an average of
1,364 units per year.





Figure 9: Number of Units Associated with Petitions for Capital Improvement Pass-
Through, San Francisco, FY 1988 - FY 2014
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This means that the average building size requesting capital improvement pass-through
petitions decreased from 8.1 units to 6.3 units in the twelve-year time period before and after
the formula change. Interestingly, the average building size of 6.3 units after the formula
change still puts the average above the 6-unit threshold, where only 50 percent of the
improvement costs can be passed onto tenants. This suggests that although there may have
been some shift towards smaller building owners applying for the pass-through, the formula
change did not completely deter large building owners from applying for the pass-through,
despite the reduced recovery allowance.

Outcomes
Based on the above data and comments from Rent Board staff, San Francisco’s case study
illustrates the following lessons:

e Using a cost approach for calculating the capital improvement pass-through is a
straightforward alternative to the NOI method employed by West Hollywood. This
approach provides a predictable formula for landlords and guarantees at least a partial
recovery of improvements costs, without considering whether a landlord needs the pass-
through to earn a fair return.

o Landlords claim that the primary incentive for undertaking building upgrades is because
they need to or want to make the improvements, or are required to do so by a City
ordinance. According to San Francisco staff interviewed for this study, rent increases are
not the primary drivers for undertaking capital improvements.
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The two primary reasons that the Rent Board cites for the low number of capital pass-
through requests is (1) Costa Hawkins permits landlords to earn a sufficient return so they
do not need to apply pass-through costs to tenants, and (2) owners do not apply because
they think the process is onerous. In Fiscal Year 2014-15, the Rent Board received only
343 petitions for rent increases, which translates into a small percentage of all the
improvement work undertaken in the City. However, with the recent passage of the
seismic ordinance, the Rent Board has begun to see an increase in capital improvements
related to seismic upgrades.

It is important to strike a policy balance between owners and tenants. Before 2001, when
the allowable recovery was 100 percent, tenants felt that they were unfairly paying for the
full cost of improvements. In a city comprised mostly of renters, tenants effectively pushed
back with Proposition H, which was more favorable to their interests. This highlights the
potential ballot box backlash if a policy is perceived to favor landlords, especially in a city
with a high proportion of renter households like West Hollywood.

With respect to the hardship exemption, San Francisco established a clear policy tied to
existing affordability definitions, which made it simple for the Rent Board to administer.
The City’s relocation payment requirement discourages landlords from relocating tenants,
unless a substantial rehabilitation is required. According to the Rent Board, most
landlords complete capital improvements within the 20-day period and with tenants in
place.
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Berkeley

Policy Background

Berkeley's capital improvement program is unique among the case study cities because
although the calculation is based on a cost recovery approach, Berkeley borrows heavily from
the principles in the net operating income method and limits the pass-through only to the
extent needed by the landlord to receive a fair return.

Berkeley applies the following principle to rent ceiling adjustments:

It is the intent of these regulations that individual upward adjustments in the rent
ceilings be made only when the landlord demonstrates that such adjustments are
necessary to provide the landlord with a fair return on investment under the Rent
Ordinance (Section 1261.C).

Berkeley's capital improvement pass-through formula has been modified several times.
According to a Rent Stabilization Board staff member interviewed for this study, Berkeley used
a net operating income approach when rent control was first adopted in 1980, and the
definition was fairly expansive, which led to many applications filed by landlords for small
repairs, and a substantial work load for the Rent Stabilization Board. Since then, Berkeley has
modified its formula and drawn a narrower definition for what qualifies for a capital
improvement pass-through. Interestingly, Berkeley is the only city among the case study cities
that considers the impact of Costa Hawkins in its calculation.

Policy Structure and Specifics

Capital Improvement Definition

In Berkeley, a capital improvement “materially adds to the value of the property, appreciably
prolongs its useful life or adapts it to new use and has a useful life of more than one year and
a direct cost of $200 or more per unit affected, or $1,500, whichever is less.” This definition is
fairly broad with a low cost threshold. In order to narrow the definition and encourage certain
improvements, such as seismic safety, energy efficiency, and those that primarily benefit the
tenant, the City modified its policy so that in addition to the above definition, a capital
improvement must:

(1) bring the unit into compliance with applicable new code requirements, or
(2) improve seismic safety or increase energy efficiency, or

(3) be provided by the landlord in good faith to primarily benefit the tenant, or
(4) qualify as one of the following major long-term repairs:

a. new roof
b. significant upgrade of the foundation
c. new plumbing, electrical, or heating system
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d. exterior painting or siding
e. repairs pursuant to a Termite Report, subject to a minimum cost threshold

This definition narrowly limits what can be considered for pass-through. Berkeley prohibits
pass-throughs for costs related to property damage and deterioration resulting from an
unreasonable delay in undertaking repairs or improvements in order to deter substantial
deferred maintenance. Expenses related to routine maintenance are also not permitted.

Pass-Through Formula for Capital Improvements

Berkeley’s cost recovery formula is based on actual improvement costs, and 100 percent of
the costs are eligible for pass-through to tenants. The table below summarizes the
amortization periods associated with different improvements.

Table 13: Capital Improvement Pass-Through Eligible
Costs, Berkeley, 2015

All buildings subject to the Rent Stabilization

Ordinance
Percent cost recovery 100%
Amortization Straight-line

10-Year

Exterior painting or siding

12.25 Years
Capital improvements that bring the unit into

compliance with applicable new codes, improve
Amortization Period for energy efficiency or seismic safety, or primarily

Eligible Costs benefits the tenant, like a skilliht.

Major repairs, which includes new roof,
significant foundation upgrade, new plumbing,
electrical, or heating system, termite repair if cost
exceeds $6,000 or $1,000 per unit

Sources: Berkeley Rent Stabilization Board; BAE, 2015.

Soft Costs

Landlords who make capital improvements are entitled to recover interest costs, irrespective
of whether the work is financed with debt or equity. An imputed 7.5 percent interest rate is
applied to all costs.

Allowable Rent Increase

Berkeley combines the amortization and interest schedules into a simple formula, expressed
as follows:

e Capital improvements are eligible for a monthly increase of 1.042% of the cost

e Exterior painting and siding are eligible for a monthly increase of 1.187% of the cost

e Other major repairs are eligible for a monthly increase of 0.927% of the cost

These monthly increases are then divided by the total number of units.
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Costa Hawkins - Limitations on Rent Increases

Berkeley's capital improvement pass-through formula is unique because it considers the
impact of rent increases following a vacancy. Before the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act,
rent increases following a vacancy were capped at a percent set by the Berkeley Rent Board,
so effectively, there was a “lid” on all permissible rent increases. Costa-Hawkins changed the
rule so the rent charged after a vacancy was no longer regulated, which allowed landlords to
charge up to market and earn higher returns if there was turnover. The difference between
the old rent and the new market rent can be significant, especially in strong housing markets.
Like San Francisco, a new tenant in Berkeley cannot be charged for a capital improvement
completed before the tenancy began because the landlord was free to set a new market rent
at the time the unit was vacant.

Berkeley discounts the permitted pass-through if there were rent increases from vacancies in
years preceding the capital improvement petition that allows the landlord to cover the
amortized improvement cost. For example, assume that a landlord spends $15,000 to
replace a roof. Applying the 0.927% increase factor, this would translate into a monthly cost
of $139.05 to be distributed among the building’s units. The City would then review the rent
increases following vacancies after 1999. Assume Unit 1 had a vacancy increase of $50, Unit
B had a vacancy increase of $100, and Unit 3 had a vacancy increase of $25. The total
increase is $175 per month, which exceeds the estimate pass-thru of $139.05. In this case,
no pass-thru would be permitted.

Berkeley presumes that the new rent set after a vacancy provides the landlords with a fair
return on improvements that were completed or reasonably anticipated. The legal rationale is
that rent adjustments “are intended to provide a fair return on capital expenditures for
improvements to rental units that have had their rent ceilings continuously controlled under
the Rent Ordinance.” To the extent that vacancy increases post Costa-Hawkins “result in rent
ceilings that exceed the return that would be obtained from rent ceilings that were
continuously controlled, rent adjustments...may not be necessary in order to obtain a fair
return on capital expenditures at the property.”

Rent Increase Cap

If a capital improvement pass-through is permitted, after accounting for vacancy increases,
there are caps to the monthly increase in order to prevent excessive rent increases to tenants.
The current limit is approximately $100 per month or 15 percent of base rent up to a
maximum limit. These figures are increased annually by the Consumer Price Index.

If the permitted capital improvement pass-through exceeds the cap, then the increase is
phased-in until the full pass-through is reached. Like San Francisco, there is an annual cap in
terms of how much rent can increase per year, but no cap on the total amount of the increase.

Hardship Exemptions
Low-income tenants may qualify for a gradual phase-in of rent increases, including;:
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e Tenants over the age of 62 with household income less than 30 percent of the area
median income adjusted for household size or income is less than 150 percent of the total
SSI payment, and

e Tenants receiving general assistance pursuant to California Welfare & Institutions Code
sections 17000 et seq., Aid to Families with Dependent Children or any successor
program, Supplemental Security Income or Social Security Disability Insurance.

A tenant must file a request to phase-in the increase within 20 days after receiving a Notice of
Right to Object from the Rent Board. Hardship exemptions are only granted at the time the
petition is requested by the landlord, and unlike in San Francisco, cannot be granted after a
determination has been issued, even if circumstances change for the tenant.

Relocation Assistance

The amount of relocation assistance depends on the duration of displacement. As of 2015, if
the period is less than one month, the tenant is entitled to a per diem payment of $120 per
day for a single person household, with an extra $15 added for each additional occupant. In
addition, tenants may qualify for reimbursements for boarding costs for dogs or cats of $20
per day for cats and $50 per day for dogs if the pets are lawfully permitted through written
agreement and the tenant is unable to keep them in temporary housing.

If the displacement is greater than one month, the tenant is entitled to (1) a one-time
payment of $400 to defray incidental expenses, (2) the actual costs for moving and storage,
and (3) the difference in rent between the temporary and current unit for the displacement
period but not more than three months.

Tenants who are given a notice to vacate so that the owner can perform substantial repairs
have the right to re-occupy once the repairs are completed. In other cities, substantial
rehabilitation is often a just cause for eviction, although this is not the case in West Hollywood

Application Process and Administration

Administrative Review

Landlords seeking to pass through the costs of capital improvements must submit a rent
increase petition to the Rent Board, supporting documentation, and proof of service showing
that each affected rental unit has been sent a complete copy of the petition.

The petition is reviewed for completeness, and once accepted; Rent Board staff mail all
tenants a Notice of Right to Object, which provides detailed information on the grounds for
objection. Tenants have 30 days from the mailing date to file an objection. Within 30 days of
the termination of the objection period, the Board issues a decision based on the supporting
documentation or schedules a hearing.
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If a hearing date is scheduled, all parties are notified of the date and location. The hearing is
conducted by a hearing examiner, who examines the records, documents, and testimony. The
hearing examiner considers all relevant factors and issues findings as to whether the
proposed rent increase is justified. The decision is final unless the landlord appeals the
hearing examiner’s decision to the Board.

Tenant Notifications

A 30-day notice is required if the combination of the annual rent increase and the capital
improvement increase is less than 10 percent. A 60-day notice is required if the combination
of increases exceeds 10 percent.

Landlord Petitions

The graph below shows the total number of landlord petitions filed with the Berkeley Rent
Board between 1995 and 2014. Capital improvement petitions are a subset of landlord
petitions, and Berkeley does not separately track capital pass-through requests. Between
1995 and 1998, petitions averaged 224 per year. After 1999 when Costa Hawkins was fully
implemented, the number of petitions dropped drastically, and have remained consistently low
compared to the pre-Costa Hawkins period. Between 1999 and 2014, the Rent Board
received an average of 43 landlord petitions per year. In 2015, the City provided a count of
capital improvement petitions, which have totaled 9 for the year to date (through November,
2015). Like San Francisco, Berkeley reported a slight increase in petitions due to seismic
upgrades, following a seismic ordinance passed by the City to retrofit soft-story residential
buildings.

Figure 10: Landlord Petitions, Berkeley, 1995-2014
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Impact of Vacancy Decontrol on Berkeley’s Rent Stabilized Housing

In 2013, the City of Berkeley published a study analyzing the impact of vacancy decontrol on
the city’s rent stabilized housing stock. Data was presented on turnover, impact on net
operating income, and whether higher rents were being invested back into building
improvements. Below is a summary of the findings. See Appendix C for graphs.

e Between 1999 and 2011, 85 percent of Berkeley’s rent stabilized housing units had
turned over at least once.

e The median market rents rose faster than inflation after vacancy decontrol. Appendix C
compares the median rent in Berkeley after Costa-Hawkins passed in 1995 to the median
rent had rents continued to increase based on the annual adjustment. Since 1978,
Berkeley’s rent stabilization ordinance has allowed annual increases that roughly tracked
the rate of inflation. After 1995, market rents escalated much faster than inflation,
reflecting the strong demand for housing in the city and the region.

e In 2012, about 16,000 units were occupied by tenants who moved in after vacancy
decontrol, and were paying a rent closer to the market rent. Only 3,000 units were
occupied by tenants who had moved in before 1999.

o Net operating income, when compared to operating expenses, was higher in the East Bay
than other metropolitan areas. This suggests that vacancy decontrol, when permitted in
an area with high housing demand, results in a windfall to landlords who are able to
charge market rents following vacancies.

o After 1995, there was an increase in renovation activity, and the average building permit
valuation per unit increased from $91 per unit to $131 before and after 1995 on an
inflation-adjusted basis.

e However, comparing the annual permit value per unit to the average increase in rents,
which rose by $6,408 between 1995 and 2012, only two percent of the increased rent
($131 divided by $6,408) was being reinvested in permits for renovations. Even if the
permit valuation underestimates the actual improvement cost, only a small fraction of the
increased rental income is being invested back into the buildings.

Outcomes

This case study lends credence to Berkeley's policy for discounting the capital improvement
pass-through if rent increases have occurred following Costa-Hawkins. Berkeley’s policy is
centered on the concept that rent adjustments are intended to provide a fair return on capital
expenditures for units that have had their rent ceilings continuously controlled under the Rent
Ordinance. When units return to market following vacancies, landlords can reset the rent
under unregulated market conditions, and that price should reflect reasonable expectations
about expenditures. In a tight housing market, the price tenants are willing to pay will likely
exceed expenditures and present an opportunity for landlords to reap greater profitability.

Berkeley’s policy goal is to limit pass-through increases to the extent needed by the landlord to
receive a fair return. The blended approach used for capital cost recovery meets the City’s
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goal, according to staff interviewed. Berkeley combines the cost recovery formula with
principles from the NOI approach. Before landlords are permitted additional rent increases,
Berkeley means-tests the cost recovery formula by comparing the permitted pass through
using the cost recovery method against the prior rent increases following vacancies. If the
landlord has already been collecting rent sufficient to cover the amortized value of the capital
improvements, then the City does not grant a rent increase to allow the landlord to continue
earning an equivalent return. It is assumed the landlord is already earning a fair return.
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Los Angeles
Policy Background

Los Angeles employs a cost recovery formula to determine the capital pass-through, similar to
San Francisco. Los Angeles’ program is distinct because it has three tiers that qualify for pass-
through, including capital improvements, major systems modifications, and work related to
government orders or natural disasters. For each category, the City applies different
assumptions to the recovery formula. For example, capital improvements are eligible only for
a partial cost recovery and rent increases are temporary, while major system upgrades qualify
for full cost recovery and permanent rent increases.

The City has amended its program multiple times since it was first enacted. The original
ordinance included pass-through provisions for capital improvements and work arising from
code violations and natural disasters. The major systems pass-through option is a more
recent addition from 2005.

In 2005, the City amended its ordinance to encourage landlords to invest in substantial
modifications of major building systems. Before then, major system upgrades were limited a
50 percent cost recovery, and the City wanted to encourage owner investments while
simultaneously safeguarding tenants against displacement. The 2005 amendment removed
major rehabilitation as a just cause for eviction, allowed owners to recoup 100 percent of
substantial rehabilitation costs through rent adjustments, and created a permanent pass-
through option for landlords. However, changing the formula did not lead to a significant
increase in the number of requests for pass-through.

Tenant displacement was a concern, so Los Angeles crafted special procedures intended to
mitigate impacts to tenants due to substantial rehabilitation. The 2005 amendment requires
for a landlord to apply for a Primary Renovation Work permit before a building permit. A
Tenant Habitability Plan (THP) must be submitted that specifies the scope and duration of
work, potential impacts, and mitigation measures. This process ensures that for substantial
rehabilitation projects, landlords are not placing tenants in uninhabitable conditions or
circumventing relocation requirements.

Policy Structure and Specifics

Capital Improvement and Major Rehabilitation Definitions
Los Angeles differentiates between capital improvements, and rehabilitation work.

A capital improvement, as defined by Los Angeles, is “the addition or replacement of
improvements to a rental unit or common areas of the housing complex, provided such new
improvement has a useful life of five years or more.”
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Capital Improvement includes:

- Carpeting, draperies, appliances, smoke detectors, children’s play equipment
permanently installed on the premises, stuccoing the outside of a building, air
conditioning, security gates, fencing, and roofing.

- The Capital Improvement definition is fairly broad and covers small, low-cost
improvements like mini-blinds to costlier investments like swimming pools.

Rehabilitation work, as defined by Los Angeles is divided into two types: Primary Renovation
Work, which requires a Tenant Habitability Plan (THP), and Rehabilitation Work that does not
require a THP.

Primary Rehabilitation Work includes:
- Replacement or substantial modification of major building systems, such as structural,
electrical, plumbing, or mechanical systems, and elevators,
- Reinforcement of the building structure that requires a building permit, and
- Abatement of hazardous materials, such as lead-based paint and asbestos, in
accordance with applicable federal, state, and local laws.

Rehabilitation Work includes:

- Work done in order to comply with an order issued by the Department of Building and
Safety, the Health Department, or the Fire Department due to changes in the housing
code since January 1, 1979, or to repair damage resulting from fire, earthquake or
other natural disaster.

Although seismic improvements technically meet these criteria, the City is crafting a separate
policy to address seismic retrofits, following intense lobbying by tenant groups after the City
passed its seismic retrofit ordinance.

Pass-Through Formula

The pass-thru formula varies depending on whether the improvement is considered a capital
improvement or a rehabilitation project. Like San Francisco, Los Angeles only permits a partial
cost recovery for capital improvement costs. Prior to 1989, landlords were allowed to pass
through 100 percent of capital improvement costs to tenants. The provision was changed in
1989 to limit the pass through to 50 percent of the approved capital improvement cost. For
Primary Renovation Work and Rehabilitation Work, 100 percent of the costs can be passed
through to tenants.

The following criteria are applied to determine if costs are eligible for pass-through:
- The improvement must primarily benefit the tenant rather than the landlord.
- The improvement must have a life expectancy of five years or more.
- Normal routine maintenance is not a capital improvement.
- The improvement must be permanently fixed in place or relatively immobile.
- The application must be submitted within twelve months of the completion of work.
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Table 14: Capital Improvement Pass-Through Eligible Costs, Los Angeles, 2015

Capital improvement Rehabilitation Work Primary Renovation Work

Replacement or substantial

modification of structural, electrical,

Improvements with useful]  Any repair work to comply| plumbing, or mechanical system, or

life of five years or more that| with government order or to| abatement of lead-based paint and

primarily benefit the tenant repair damage resulting| asbestos, rehabilitation. Interest and

and is not routine| from a fire, earthquake, or|  tenant relocation costs eligible for

Definition maintenance natural disaster pass-through.

Percent cost recovery 50% 100% 100%

Amortization Straight-line Straight-line Straight-line

Amortization period 5-years 5-years 15-years
Permanent or

temporary pass-thru Temporary, Temporary Permanent

Maximum Cap on $75 per month or 10% of 10% of the base rent, imposed in

Tenant Rent $55 per month base rent, which is less|two equal increments over two years

Sources: Los Angeles Rent Stabilization Ordinance; BAE, 2015.

Compared to rehabilitation work, capital improvements are permitted a faster recovery
schedule of five years, which partly reflects the shorter-term nature of improvements that fit
this definition. The amortization period for Rehabilitation Work is also short, which gives
owners an opportunity to recover damages and recoup their investments quicker. For major
rehabilitation, the amortization period is more closely tied to the expected useful life of the
improvement.

Moreover, rent increases granted for Capital Improvements and Rehabilitation Work are
temporary, while rent increases for Primary Renovation Work are permanent. The rationale
was to use the permanent increase to entice landlords to make major investments.
Theoretically, if the rent increase is permanent, a landlord can recoup more than the total cost
of the improvement cost for rehabilitation.

Soft Costs
Interest is only imputed when an owner finances the improvements through a loan.

Primary Renovation Work is the only category for which soft costs are eligible for pass-through
in accordance with an accepted Tenant Habitability Plan. In addition, Los Angeles permits
landlords to pass-through temporary relocation costs associated with Primary Renovation Work
to the tenants. Relocation costs are not permitted for pass-through in other cities, so this is a
unique policy in Los Angeles.

Allowance Rent Increase
The maximum monthly pass-through varies for all three improvement types. Unlike San
Francisco and Berkeley, which cap the annual increase at five to ten percent of base rent but
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place no cap on the cumulative increase, Los Angeles caps the maximum pass-through at $55
per month for capital improvements, which can be collected for up to six years. The monthly
cap for Rehabilitation Work is $75, or 10 percent of base rent. If the calculated pass-through
exceeds these thresholds, then the landlord can collect the surcharge for a longer period until
the full amount of the pass-through is collected.

Timing of Rent Increase

No capital improvement increase can be given to a tenant on a fixed lease until either (a) the
lease expires or (b) the lease provides otherwise. In other cities, the landlord can pass-through
the increase as soon as the petition is granted, and sometimes, retroactively to the date the
petition is filed.

Pass-Through Calculation Example

The table on the following page illustrates how Los Angeles’ formula is applied to capital
improvements and rehabilitation projects. For a Capital Improvement project costing
$20,000, only 50 percent of the costs can be recouped, which translates into a $166 monthly
surcharge to be split among units in the building. Assuming a five-unit building, this translates
into $33 per month, well below the $55 maximum cap per month.

For Rehabilitation Work, while 100 percent of the cost can be recovered, the $75 monthly cap
effectively extends the length of time it takes for a landlord to recover costs. In the example
following, a $100,000 rehabilitation project would require a monthly surcharge of $1,667 to
be distributed among the units. Assuming a 6-unit building, this would translate into $278,
well above the $75 per unit per month cap. Los Angeles permits landlords to extend the
period of recapture until the full cost is recovered. In this case, it would take 19 years for the
owner to fully recapture costs.
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Table 15: Sample Calculation for Capital Pass-
Through, Los Angeles, 2015

Capital
Assumptions Improvement (a) Rehabilitation (b)
Improvement cost $20,000 $100,000
Allowable cost recovery % 50% 100%
Amortization period 5 5
Number of units 5 6
Calculation
Maximum recoverable cost $10,000 $100,000
Annual cost recovery $2,000 $20,000
Monthly cost recovery $167 $1,667
Monthly pass-through per unit $33 $278
Maximum Cap Test
Monthly pass-through
not to exceed $55 $75
Collectible pass-through/month $33 $75
Years to recover permitted cost 5 19

Notes:

(a) Small buildings are rental properties with five units or less.
(b) Large buildings are properties with six units or more.
Sources: BAE, 2015.

Hardship Exemption

Hardship exemptions are only granted for Primary Renovation Work and not for Capital
Improvements or Rehabilitation Work. Lower-income tenant households, defined as those
earning at or below 80 percent of Area Median Income, are not required to pay the Primary
Renovation pass-through if it exceeds ten percent of base rent, subject to approval by the City.
However, if the pass-through is less than ten percent, a lower-income tenant household may
be subject to a limited rent increase. Any subsequent rent increase arising from the annual
general adjustment shall be limited to the balance of the percentage increase available under
the ten percent cap. The hardship must be claimed at the time the tenant is notified by the
City about the pass-through.

Tenant Habitability Plan/Tenant Relocation

When the City amended the ordinance in 2005 to create a provision encouraging owners to
undertake major system upgrades, tenant displacement was a major concern expressed by
tenant groups, so the City implemented procedures aimed at mitigating impacts to tenants.

For Primary Renovation Work, when a landlord submits plans requesting a building permit for
major system improvements, the building department asks if the work will affect tenant
habitability. If the answer is yes, the landlord is required to acquire a Primary Renovation Work
permit from the Los Angeles Housing and Community Investment Department (HCIDLA) before
applying for a building permit. An owner must submit a Tenant Habitability Plan (THP) and
specify the scope and duration of work, potential impacts, and identify mitigation measures.
The Plan is reviewed by the HCIDLA within five days of receipt, and the owner is given 15 days
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to respond or appeal. Once the HCIDLA accepts the THP, the owner serves the THP and other
notifications to affected tenants. The owner must wait sixty days after notices have been
served to start construction.

The owner is responsible for paying all of the tenant’s temporary relocation costs, including
moving and hotel expenses. If the repairs are minor, the landlord can perform the work
without relocating the tenant so long as the tenant is not exposed to toxic substances. If the
work takes longer than 30 days, the temporary housing provided to the tenant must be
comparable in size, rooms, accessibility, and proximity to services and institutions as the unit
being renovated. During this period, the tenant must continue to pay rent. A tenant who fails
to cooperate with an approved Tenant Habitability Plan can be evicted on that ground.

Application Process and Administration

Administrative Review and Tenant Notifications

Landlords seeking to pass through the costs of capital improvements must file an application
with the LA Housing Department’s Rent Stabilization Division (“RSD”). Applications for rent
adjustments must be made within twelve months after the completion of the work.

Upon receipt of an adjustment application, the RSD notifies all tenants in the building by mail
of the receipt of the application, the amount of the requested rent increase, the landlord’s
justification for the request, and the tenant’s right to submit written objections within ten days.

Within 45 days of the receipt of a completed application, the RSD makes a determination.
Copies of the findings and determination are mailed to the applicant and all affected tenants.
The determination is final unless the applicant or tenants file a request for hearing within 15
days. Hearings are scheduled within 30 days. Final decisions are made by the hearing officer
within 45 days of the hearing. There is no administrative appeal of a Hearing Officer’s
decision, with the exception of denial of an application due to bad faith.

Economic Study of the Rent Stabilization Ordinance

In 2009, Los Angeles published a comprehensive report on the City’'s rent stabilization
ordinance.® The study included a comprehensive data analysis, focus group discussions, and
surveys to landlords and tenants aimed at assessing whether changes were needed to
improve the RSO. The capital improvement program was one of the topics covered in the
review. The following findings were presented in the study (see Appendix D for charts).

Los Angeles Rent Stabilization Study Outcomes

9 Retrieved December 10, 2015 from
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwiki_uvs7
JNAhUYO2MKHaEqCnQQFggeMAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fhcidla.lacity.org%2Fsystem%2Ffiles_force%2Fdocuments%
2FEconomic%2520Study%25200f%2520the%2520Rent%2520Stabilization%25202009.pdf%3Fdownload%3D1&
usg=AFQjCNHmyTps6_aVAfOniKGTVa8E9ZvJ9g
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Pass-Throughs Not Used. Between 2003 and 2008, few owners applied for capital
improvement pass-throughs. Administrative records show only 1.3 percent of RSO
owners applied to pass through capital improvements to their tenants.

o Owners of 40 or more units were the most likely group to have applied.
Need for Better Outreach. Lack of knowledge about the capital improvement program
was the number one reason why owners had not applied for the program (56 percent).
However, many owners admit to not inquiring about the program until they were
interested or ready to initiate capital improvements. Therefore, enhancing awareness
through educational programs may not be effective at increasing pass-through
requests, especially if landlords are not planning improvements.
Other Issues. Other reasons cited include tenants cannot afford it (19%), too much
paperwork (14%), no capital improvements (13%), 50 percent pass-through is
insufficient (12%), and other (9%).
Most Capitol Improvement Claims Small. Between 2003 and 2008, approximately 60
percent of capital improvement claims were for project costs below $20,000. Another
20 percent of projects ranged from $20,000 to $40,000 in improvement value, and
the remaining 20 percent of projects costed more than $40,000.
Most Common Improvements. The most frequent capital improvement requests were
related to roofing, exterior painting, copper piping, and windows, which accounted for
45 percent of all capital improvement requests.
Most Requests Approved. A high percentage of petitions that were submitted were
approved. Between 2003 and 2008, 87 percent of applications were approved, with
approximately half for a reduced amount and the other half for the full amount
claimed.
Average Monthly Per Unit Cost $19. LAHD data for approved capital improvement
petitions show that the average monthly surcharge was $19 per unit.
Requests Decreased When Program Changed from 100% to 50%. The figure on the
following page shows the number of capital improvement pass-through applications
between 1985 and 2007. This exhibit was presented in the City’s 2009 study to
illustrate the impacts of reducing the cost recovery formula from 100 percent to 50
percent in 1989. The number of capital improvement requests declined substantially
after the formula was changed, and the report recommended for the City to increase
the cost recovery formula up to 75 percent.

However, what the report did not note was that 1989 was pre-Costa Hawkins, and
landlords were not fully able to decontrol rents. Thus, limiting the cost recovery
percentage would have a significant impact, especially if landlords were unable to
raise rents up to market following a vacancy.

Looking at the number of cases after 1999, the year vacancy decontrol took effect,
shows that the number of capital improvement cases appears to have increased
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somewhat compared to the 1990s, which may be due in part to owners collecting
higher income post-Costa Hawkins.

Figure 11: Capital Improvement Pass-through Applications Approved, 1985-
2007
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Source: Economic Study of the Rent Stabilization Ordinance and the Los Angeles Housing Market, Los Angeles Housing
Department, 2009

Again, as was observed in San Francisco, the number of petitions seems to fluctuate
with economic cycles, with more capital improvement petition in stronger years (e.g.
2004-2007) compared to weaker economic periods (e.g. early 1990s).

City staff interviewed for this study suggested one reason why there are so few capital
improvement petitions is because landlords feel the application process is too
cumbersome, especially for owners of smaller buildings who are less savvy than large
property owners, who employ property management firms. This is despite the fact the
City offers counseling and educational programs.

The 2009 study reported that the Primary Renovation Program was “smaller, more
paperwork-intensive, and the less used program”. At the time of study, only three
years had elapsed since the program was adopted. Focus group and survey
comments indicate the reason why few owners applied was because of the
complicated application process. The major bottleneck reportedly was the Tenant
Habitability Plan. The study recommended simplifying this process by developing clear
standards when construction work would require a tenant habitability plan. Another
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recommendation was to hold a single review for all tenants affected by an application,
rather than managing each tenant case separately.

Appendix A-1: Household Composition by Tenure, 2000-2013

Renter Occupied Units

West Hollywood Los Angeles Los Angeles County

HH Composition 2000 2013 2000 2013 2000 2013
Non-Family Households 14,035 14,090 339,524 382,762 643,200 704,065
Single Person 11,076 10,834 257,256 285,397 492,223 535,139
2+ Persons 2,959 3,256 82,268 97,365 150,977 168,926
Family Households 4,097 3,192 443,998 441,835 990,880 1,011,220
Married Couple 3,059 1,938 258,896 233,646 584,262 550,290
Other Family 1,038 1,254 185,102 208,189 406,618 460,930
Total 18,132 17,282 783,522 824,597 1,634,080 1,715,285
Non-Family Households 77.4% 81.5% 43.3% 46.4% 39.4% 41.0%
Single Person 61.1% 62.7% 32.8% 34.6% 30.1% 31.2%
2+ Persons 16.3% 18.8% 10.5% 11.8% 9.2% 9.8%
Family Households 22.6% 18.5% 56.7% 53.6% 60.6% 59.0%
Married Couple 16.9% 11.2% 33.0% 28.3% 35.8% 32.1%
Other Family 5.7% 7.3% 23.6% 25.2% 24.9% 26.9%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

West Hollywood Los Angeles Los Angeles County

HH Composition 2000 2013 2000 2013 2000 2013
Non-Family Households 3,849 3,671 132,172 138,662 643,200 355,687
Single Person 2,914 2,593 105,986 111,398 492,223 292,212
2+ Persons 935 1,078 26,186 27,264 150,977 63,475
Family Households 519 1,027 205,882 357,701 990,880 1,159,411
Married Couple 237 787 130,777 272,733 584,262 895,269
Other Family 282 240 75,105 84,968 406,618 264,142
Total 4,368 4,698 338,054 496,363 1,634,080 1,515,098
Non-Family Households 88.1% 78.1% 39.1% 27.9% 39.4% 23.5%
Single Person 66.7% 55.2% 31.4% 22.4% 30.1% 19.3%
2+ Persons 21.4% 22.9% 7.7% 5.5% 9.2% 4.2%
Family Households 11.9% 21.9% 60.9% 72.1% 60.6% 76.5%
Married Couple 5.4% 16.8% 38.7% 54.9% 35.8% 59.1%
Other Family 6.5% 5.1% 22.2% 17.1% 24.9% 17.4%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Notes:

The American Community Survey (ACS) publishes demographic estimates based on statistical sampling conducted
continuously between 2009 and 2013.

Sources: US Census, 2000, ACS, 2009-2013; BAE, 2015.
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Appendix A-2: Household Income by Age, 2013

West Hollywood

City of Los Angeles

Los Angeles County

Household Income Number Percent Number Percent Number  Percent
Householder under 25 years 789 3.6% 57,740 4.4% 106,744 3.3%
Less than $15,000 185 0.8% 19,100 1.4% 30,686 0.9%
$15,000-$24,999 91 0.4% 8,238 0.6% 16,117 0.5%
$25,000-$34,999 115 0.5% 7,297 0.6% 13,986 0.4%
$35,000-$49,999 132 0.6% 8,750 0.7% 16,248 0.5%
$50,000-$74,999 163 0.7% 7,603 0.6% 15,724 0.5%
$75,000-$99,999 12 0.1% 3,257 0.2% 7,090 0.2%
$100,000-$149,999 37 0.2% 2,498 0.2% 4,963 0.2%
$150,000+ 54 0.2% 997 0.1% 1,930 0.1%
Householder 25 to 44 years 10,348 47.1% 541,728 41.0% 1,225,958 38.0%
Less than $15,000 795 3.6% 63,755 4.8% 120,494 3.7%
$15,000-$24,999 847 3.9% 60,634 4.6% 121,376 3.8%
$25,000-$34,999 911 4.1% 58,938 4.5% 123,616 3.8%
$35,000-$49,999 1,187 5.4% 74,386 5.6% 163,187 5.1%
$50,000-$74,999 2,038 9.3% 96,158 7.3% 226,213 7.0%
$75,000-$99,999 1,693 7.7% 61,954 4.7% 159,547 4.9%
$100,000-$149,999 1,257 5.7% 67,946 5.1% 173,401 5.4%
$150,000+ 1,620 7.4% 57,957 4.4% 138,124 4.3%
Householder 45 to 64 years 6,962 31.7% 484,121  36.6% 1,277,166 39.5%
Less than $15,000 1,246 5.7% 64,792 4.9% 130,819 4.0%
$15,000-$24,999 572 2.6% 48,099 3.6% 105,200 3.3%
$25,000-$34,999 682 3.1% 45,883 3.5% 104,917 3.2%
$35,000-$49,999 691 3.1% 60,785 4.6% 152,948 4.7%
$50,000-$74,999 775 3.5% 78,308 5.9% 214,991 6.7%
$75,000-$99,999 927 4.2% 55,106 4.2% 163,159 5.1%
$100,000-$149,999 852 3.9% 62,544 4.7% 200,692 6.2%
$150,000+ 1,217 5.5% 68,604 5.2% 204,440 6.3%
Householder 65 years and ov 3,881 17.7% 237,371  18.0% 620,515 19.2%
Less than $15,000 1,372 6.2% 53,286 4.0% 117,351 3.6%
$15,000-$24,999 657 3.0% 38,331 2.9% 98,427 3.0%
$25,000-$34,999 502 2.3% 24,695 1.9% 67,662 2.1%
$35,000-$49,999 371 1.7% 28,657 2.2% 78,473 2.4%
$50,000-$74,999 409 1.9% 30,719 2.3% 88,441 2.7%
$75,000-$99,999 65 0.3% 19,259 1.5% 55,085 1.7%
$100,000-$149,999 333 1.5% 20,273 1.5% 58,762 1.8%
$150,000+ 172 0.8% 22,151 1.7% 56,314 1.7%
Total 21,980 100.0% 1,320,960 100.0% 3,230,383  100.0%
Notes:

The American Community Survey (ACS) publishes demographic estimates based on statistical
sampling conducted continuously between 2009 and 2013.
Sources: ACS, 2009-2013; BAE, 2015.
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Appendix A-3: Renter Housing Affordability by Household Type, West Hollywood,
2008-2012

Renter Households

Elderly Small Large

1&2 Related Related All
Member (2to4 (5or more Elderly Other Total
Households Members) Members) Non-Family Households Renters
Household Income <=50% MFI 580 460 34 2,100 3,365 6,535
Household Income <=30% MFI 405 210 30 1,655 1,690 3,985
% with any housing problems 75.3% 90.5% 100.0% 76.1% 80.2% 78.8%
% Cost Burden >30% 75.3% 92.9% 0.0% 76.1% 80.2% 78.2%
% Cost Burden >50% 46.9% 88.1% 0.0% 46.5% 75.4% 60.7%
6. Household Income >30% to <=50% MFI 175 250 4 445 1,675 2,550
% with any housing problems 42.9% 96.0% 100.0% 88.8% 87.8% 85.6%
% Cost Burden >30% 42.9% 96.0% 100.0% 80.9% 87.8% 84.3%
% Cost Burden >50% 8.6% 46.0% 0.0% 27.0% 74.0% 58.4%
10. Household Income >50 to <=80% MFI 40 370 - 330 2,310 3,050
% with any housing problems 37.5% 74.3% N/A 77.3% 81.6% 79.7%
% Cost Burden >30% 37.5% 74.3% N/A 72.7% 80.3% 78.2%
% Cost Burden >50% 37.5% 4.1% N/A 12.1% 26.8% 22.6%
14. Household Income >80% MFI 180 1,390 45 460 6,065 8,135
% with any housing problems 8.3% 25.2% 100.0% 21.7% 19.0% 20.4%
% Cost Burden >30% 8.3% 19.4% 0.0% 17.4% 16.0% 16.4%
% Cost Burden >50% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.8% 0.6%
18. Total Households 800 2,220 79 2,890 11,740 17,720
% with any housing problems 51.3% 47.5% 100.0% 69.6% 49.9% 53.1%
% Cost Burden >30% 51.3% 44.1% 5.1% 67.1% 48.1% 50.7%
% Cost Burden >50% 27.5% 14.2% 0.0% 32.2% 27.1% 26.2%

Definitions:

Any housing problems: cost burden greater than 30% of income and/or overcrowding and/or without complete kitchen or plumbing
facilities. Cost burden is the fraction of a household's total gross income spent on housing costs.

Household types:

Elderly family (2 related persons, with either or both age 62 or over)

Small family (2 related persons, neither person 62 years or over, or 3 or 4 related persons)

Large family (5 or more related persons)

Elderly non-family

Other household type (non-elderly non-family)

Totals may not add due to independent rounding.

Sources: HUD, CHAS special tabulations from American Community Survey 2008-2012; BAE, 2015
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Appendix A-4: Renter Housing Affordability by Household Type, West Hollywood,
2008-2012 (continued)

Renter Households

Elderly Small Large
1&2 Related Related All
Member (2to4 (5o0r more Elderly Other Total
Households Members) Members) Non-Family Households Renters
1. Household Income <=50% MFI 580 460 34 2,100 3,365 6,535
2. Household Income <=30% MFI 405 210 30 1,655 1,690 3,985
3. % with any housing problems 305 190 30 1,260 1,355 3,140
4. % Cost Burden >30% 305 195 0 1,260 1,355 3,115
5. % Cost Burden >50% 190 185 0 770 1,275 2,420
6. Household Income >30% to <=50% MFI 175 250 4 445 1,675 2,550
7. % with any housing problems 75 240 4 395 1,470 2,184
8. % Cost Burden >30% 75 240 4 360 1,470 2,149
9. % Cost Burden >50% 15 115 0 120 1,240 1,490
10. Household Income >50% to <=80% MFI 40 370 0 330 2,310 3,050
11. % with any housing problems 15 275 0 255 1,885 2,430
12.% Cost Burden >30% 15 275 0 240 1,855 2,385
13. % Cost Burden >50% 15 15 0 40 620 690
14. Household Income >80% MFI 180 1,390 45 460 6,065 8,135
15. % with any housing problems 15 350 45 100 1,150 1,660
16.% Cost Burden >30% 15 270 0 80 970 1,335
17. % Cost Burden >50% 0 0 0 0 50 50
18. Total Households 800 2,220 79 2,890 11,740 17,720
19. % with any housing problems 410 1,055 79 2,010 5,860 9,414
20. % Cost Burden >30 410 980 4 1,940 5,650 8,984
21. % Cost Burden >50 220 315 0 930 3,185 4,650
Definitions:

Any housing problems: cost burden greater than 30% of income and/or overcrowding and/or without complete kitchen or plumbing
facilities. Cost burden is the fraction of a household's total gross income spent on housing costs.

Household types:

Elderly family (2 related persons, with either or both age 62 or over)

Small family (2 related persons, neither person 62 years or over, or 3 or 4 related persons)

Large family (5 or more related persons)

Elderly non-family

Other household type (non-elderly non-family)

Totals may not add due to independent rounding.

Sources: HUD, CHAS special tabulations from American Community Survey 2008-2012; BAE, 2015
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Appendix B-1: Housing Stock, 2000-2013

West Hollywood

Type of Residence 2000 2013 % Change
Number  Percent Number  Percent 2000-2013
Single Family Units 2,495 10.3% 2,288 9.5% -8.3%
Detached 1,813 7.5% 1,867 7.8% 3.0%
Attached 682 2.8% 421 1.8% -38.3%
Multifamily Units 21,615 89.7% 21,718 90.3% 0.5%
2-4 Units 1,836 7.6% 2,109 8.8% 14.9%
5-19 Units 10,490 43.5% 9,858 41.0% -6.0%
20-49 Units 5,556 23.0% 6,245 26.0% 12.4%
50+ 3,733 15.5% 3,506 14.6% -6.1%
Mobile Home (a) - 0.0% 33 0.1% N/A
Total 24,110 100.0% 24,039 100.0% -0.3%
City of Los Angeles
Type of Residence 2000 2013 % Change
Number  Percent Number Percent  2000-2013
Single Family Units 612,563 45.8% 636,818 44.8% 4.0%
Detached 524,787 39.2% 551,349 38.8% 5.1%
Attached 87,776 6.6% 85,469 6.0% -2.6%
Multifamily Units 716,023 53.5% 775,947 54.6% 8.4%
2-4 Units 129,067 9.6% 122,753 8.6% -4.9%
5-19 Units 264,897 19.8% 266,251 18.7% 0.5%
20-49 Units 171,633 12.8% 192,106 13.5% 11.9%
50+ 150,426 11.2% 194,837 13.7% 29.5%
Mobile Home (a) 9,082 0.7% 9,603 0.7% N/A
Total 1,337,668 100.0% 1,422,368 100.0% 6.3%
Los Angeles County
2000 2013 % Change
Type of Residence Number  Percent Number  Percent  2000-2013
Single Family Units 1,835,087 56.1% 1,942,160 56.2% 5.8%
Detached 1,593,516 48.7% 1,716,738 49.7% 7.7%
Attached 241,571 7.4% 225,422 6.5% -6.7%
Multifamily Units 1,379,201 42.2% 1,455,760 42.2% 5.6%
2-4 Units 287,524 8.8% 278,371 8.1% -3.2%
5-19 Units 532,441 16.3% 539,917 15.6% 1.4%
20-49 Units 289,352 8.8% 312,143 9.0% 7.9%
50+ 269,884 8.3% 325,329 9.4% 20.5%
Mobile Home (a) 56,621 1.7% 54,981 1.6% N/A
Total 3,270,909 100.0% 3,452,901 100.0% 5.6%

Notes:

The American Community Survey (ACS) publishes demographic estimates based on
statistical sampling conducted continuously between 2009 and 2013.
(a) Includes standard mobile homes and boats, RVs, vans, and other vehicles that serve as

a primary residence.

Sources: US Census, 2000; ACS, 2009-2013; BAE, 2015.
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Appendix C-1: Median Market Rent Compared to Regulated Rent before

Vacancy Decontrol, Berkeley, 1979-2012
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Source: Rent Stabilization and the Berkeley Rental Housing Market 15 Years after Vacancy Decontrol, Berkeley
Rent Stabilization Board, 2013.
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Appendix C-2: Net Operating Income Compared to Operating Expenses, 2011
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Source: Rent Stabilization and the Berkeley Rental Housing Market 15 Years after Vacancy Decontrol, Berkeley Rent
Stabilization Board, 2013.
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Appendix D: Tables from Los Angeles Case
Study

Appendix D-1: Dollar Value of Capital Improvement Claims, 2003-2008
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N=2,191 claims

Source: Economic Study of the Rent Stabilization Ordinance, City of Los Angeles Housing Department, 2009
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Form user
File attachment on: 2018/05/18 13:46:22


SEISMIC RETROFIT PROGRAM
SCREENING REPORT

=) WEST HOLLYWOOD Building & Safety Division

8300 Santa Monica Boulevard West HO”yWOOd, CA 90069-6216 tel 323 848.6475 fax 323.848.6569

Permit # Address :

SCREENING REPORT

Section 5: Building Determination, Design Professional Statement, Owner
Acknowledgment

Building Status of Compliance with Chapter 13.28 West Hollywood Municipal Code
(Please check 1 box only):

Non- Exempt — Building is subject to the ordinance and must be retrofitted [l
in accordance with Chapter 13.28 West Hollywood Municipal Code for (E)
SWOF Building.

Exempt — Building is not required to be retrofitted in accordance with [l
Chapter 13.28 of the West Hollywood Municipal Code and Section 4 of this

screening report.

5.1 Design Professional

Under penalty of Perjury, | certify that the information provided in this screening form is
based on my personal review of the building and its records, or review by others acting
under my direct supervision, and is correct to the best of my knowledge.

Date Stamped and Signed

Firm Name

Design Professional Telephone

Design Professional Email

5.2 Owner Acknowledgment

| am the property owner and have reviewed this this form with the Design
professional and understand the conclusions of this screening report.

Print Name

Signature Page 6 of 8 Date



.Einiiagﬂ

ity of West Hollywood
Callformia 1964

WEST HOLLYWOQOD

8300 Santa Monica Boulevard West Hollywood, CA 90069-6216

SEISMIC RETROFIT PROGRAM

SCREENING REPORT

Building & Safety Division
tel 323 848.6475 fax 323.848.6569

SCREENING REPORT
SWOF Building Configurations:

IR
&

BUILDING TYPE A HAS AN OPEN WALL ON
THE LOME DIRECTION OF THE BUILDING
THAT CREATES A WEAK LINE AT THE
LOWER LEVEL.

ELEVATION B

BUILDIMG TYPE B HAS AN OPEN WALL ON
THE SHORT BIRECTION OF THE BUILPING

THAT CREATES A WEAK LINE AT THE
LOWER LEVEL.

&

BUILDIMG TYPE C HAS OPEM WALLS AND/OR
REBUCED WALL LENGTHS RELATIVE TO THE
STORY ABOVE ON MORE THAN ONE SIDE OF
THE BUILBING THAT CREATE MULTIPLE

WEBAK LINES AT THE LOWER LEVEL. NOTE
THAT THIS PLAMN IS NOT REPRESENTATIVE
OF ALL POSSBLE COMFIGURATIONS.

SLOPING

FINISHED
GRADE ]

POTENTIAL
FULL LENGTH,
PARTIAL LENGTH, OR

/ WEAK LINE
NO WALL (COLUMNS

OR POSTS) -]
ELEVATION D

BUILDING TYPE D IS A HILLSIDE STRUCTURE WHERE THE
FIMISHED GRADE SLOPES MORE THAN 1 VERTICAL WUMIT IM THREE
HORIZONTAL UNITS (33 GRADE). THE BLUULDING IS ORIENTED
SUCH THAT THE BASE STORY LS DIFFERENT OM OFFOSITE EMDS
OF THE STRUCTURE.

POTENTIAL
WEAK LINE

FlULL LENGTH, s Ne

FINISHED
PARTIAL LENGTH, OR SRADE
No WALL (COLUMMNS
ORPOSTS) "
ELEVATION E
BUILDING TYPE B IS A HILLSIDE STRUCTURE WHERE THE

FINLSHED GRADE SLOPES MORE THAN 1 VERTICAL UNIT IN THREE
HORIZONTAL UNITS (33F GRADE). THE BUILDING IS ORIENTED
SUCH THAT THE BASE STORY IS DIFFERENT ON OFPOSITE ENDS
OF THE STRUCTURE. IN THIS CASE, ONE OR MORE STORIES IS
PAF!TML.LY WUMNDERGROMME, 'P.ETAIHIHQ E0IL ON ONE OR. MORE
SIDES OF THE STRUCTURE,

Page 7 of 8



SEISMIC RETROFIT PROGRAM

SCREENING REPORT

8300 Santa Monica Boulevard West HO”yWOOd, CA 90069-6216 tel 323 848.6475 fax 323.848.6569

e WEST HOLLYWOQOD Building & Safety Division

ity of West Hollywood
Callformia 1964

SCREENING REPORT
SWOF Building Configurations:

5 LIVING SPACE LIVING SPACE
§ (MAY BE MULTISTORY) (MAY BE MULTISTORY)
..... A N W AHD ED

Or 1 11 r el al el
ST R ST S I N LI I :
E i [ It | [ [ [ I [
i OPEN RARKING OPEM PARKING
LOWER LEVEL LOWER LEVEL

m :j q :j m | | :j Jj
H L . L .

f="
POTENTIAL POTENTIAL B Ty -
CRIPPLE WALL/ CRIPPLE
WEAK LINE WALL/WEAK FINISHED
FinisHen | HINE L__—-— e |7 GRADE
COMCRETE 4 GRADE
OR MASOMNRY CPEM PARKING B | FULL-HEIGHT
RETAIMING N CONCRETE OR
WALL g MASONRY
i H RETAIMIMNG WALL
E
SECTIO SECTIO
BUILBING TYPE F IS A MULTISTORY STRUCTURE WITH THE BUILDING TYPE G IS A MULTISTORY STRUCTURE WITH THE
LOWEST LEVEL PARTIALLY UNBERGROUND. IT USES LOWEST LEVEL PARTIALLY UNBDERGROUNE. IT USES A
WOOD-FRAMED CRIPPLE WALLS ABOVE PARTIAL HEIGHT COMBINATION OF FULL HEIGHT COMCRETE OR CMY WALLS AND
CONCRETE OR CMU RETAINING WALLS ARCUND THE PERIMETER WOOD-FRAMED CRIPPLE WALLS ABOVE PARTIAL HEIGHT
OF THE BUILDING. THE HORIZONTAL DIAPHRAGM CONSISTS OF COMCRETE OR CMU, RETAIMING WALLS ARCUND THE FPERIMETER
WOOD COMSTRULTION. THE LOWEST LEVEL IS TYPICALLY OF THE BUILBING. THE HORIZONTAL DIAPHRAGM CONSISTS OF
RESERVED FOR PARKING AND UTILITIES, WITH AN OPEN LAYOUT WOOD CONSTRUCTION. THE LOWEST LEVEL IS TYPICALLY
FOR VEHICLE ACCESSIBILITY. RESERVED FOR PARKING AND UTILITIES, WITH AN OFPEN LAYOKT
FOR VEHICLE ACCESSIBILITY.

Page 8 of 8




AttachmentB
Rent Increase Application 1-094






At e T DT

BEARINGS DIVISION

Rent Stabilization Department
8611 Santa Monica Boulevard

West Hollywood, California 9006%
Telephone: (310) 854~7450

CITY OF WEST HOLLYWOOD
RENT ETABILIZATION COMMIBEION

In the matter of the Rent Increase

Application of:
HEARING EXAMINER'’S

LUCILLE BECKER DECISION
ON RENT INCREASE

)

)

)

%
Regarding the property located at: % APPLICATION I-054

1260 NORTH FLORES STREET ;

)

PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND

The following events of procedural significance tock
place on the dates shown:

Registration Forms filed: September 11, 1985

Application I-094 filed: March 31, 1992

Notice of Hearing

mailed: May 27, 1992

Continued Hearing Notice

mailed: July 13, 1982

Hearing held: June 11 & July 17, 1992
ISBUE

Application I-094 raises the following issue: Is

Applicant entitled to individual rent adjustments due to
failure to receive the minimum Net Operating Income
guaranteed by Rent Stabilization Ordinance Section 6411(C)?
if so, then what amount of increase is Applicant entitled to

pursuant to this Section?
SUMHARY OF TESTIMONY UPCR WHICH DECISION I8 BASED
All those who testified d4id so under oath and were

questioned by the Hearing Examiner. = The following people
testified: Applicant Lucille Becker, William Becker and Brent






I-094

Mullins. No appearance was made by any Respondent or any
representative of Respondents. The following testimony was
found relevant to the determination of this matter:

Testimo ecker:

He is the son of the Applicant, and worked extensively
in preparing the Rent Increase Application. He revised their
Application based upon information received from the Rent
Stabilization Department, and he submits this into the record
(Exhibit No. 4). The changes include deletion of mortgage
expenses and corrections In the calculation of financing
costs of the seismic work. The break down of costs of the
elements of the seismic safety work are only approximations.
They paid for most of this work in one large total amount,
and were not given any itemization of the charges leading up
to that total. The financing costs are still amortized for
the thirty-year period called for for seismic work; however,
the actual financing they obtained is for fifteen years. The
cavity within the walls of the structure made this seisnic
safety rehabilitation job more difficult than most.

i of Appli e Becker:

She is the owner of this property; she acguired it in
January 1846. She did not own any other real property during
1983, so all of the data relating to rental property shown on
her 1983 tax return relates to this  property. The
photocopies submitted with this Application (Exhibit No. 1)
are true and correct copies of the documents actually filed
with the Internal Revenue Service for 1983.

Reviewing Schedule E from this tax return, the amount
listed for "auto and travel" reflects the cost of commuting
between this property and her home. The expense shown for
legal fees was related to tenant non-payment of rent. With
respect to the amount shown for entertalinment, she speculates
that she may have taken her lawyer to Jlunch, but cannot

really recall.

With regard to utilities, she pays for water only;
tenants pay their own bills for natural gas and electricity.
There is a separate water heater in each apartment.

With respect to insurance for this property, she had
maintained the same policies with the same types of coverage
through the Base Year and the Current Year period.

R & R Painting & Remodeling does general maintenance
work. In some instances she does not receive a breakdown of
the cost of each repair 1listed on a bill, but instead
receives only a lump sum total for all of the repairs

listed.
Many of the small hardware items documented in the
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Application were items that she purchased at the request of
the R & R repair person for use in their work at the
property. With respect to the small gardening items shown,
she will buy some garden plants and supplies for the use of
either her handyman, or of tenants at the property.

She paid cash for window screens installed by an
individual brought in by Vahdani Construction. The size of a
window was changed during the seisnmic work, and the
contractor did not feel obliged to provide a new window, so
costs related to this became an additicnal cost to her, She
didn’t receive any bill or statement for the window screens,
put made this note at the time of her payment. Wood
purchased from Anawalt Lumber was used to construct a new
window. Items bought at Koontz Hardware were window chains
and latches.

The R & R Painting statement dated May 24, 1991 reflects
work done on the second structure at the property, which
contains a parking garage and one rental unit. Termites were
discovered there; this represented a resurgence of a problem
that had come up a couple of years ago.

_ The R & R Painting statement dated Jul{h 18, 1991
reflects the construction of a new roof on is second
gtructure. This roof had leaked during rain, and when she
had it inspected a hole large enough to see through to the
sky was found. The problems with this roof went beyond those
that could be repaired with a patch. There were already
multiple layers of roof present, and the roof was sagging and
sinking. They had to remove these old layers and construct a

new subroof.

The invoice from Carpeteria dated July 2, 1991 reflects
the purchase of carpet for the living room only of the garage
apartment. This purchase was necessary due to the
deterioration of the existing wood floor in that room.

The undated R & R Painting statement in the amount of
$301 reflects the replacement of old electrical wiring. This
was necessary to restore function to a light and to the
doorbell. The R & R Painting statement dated December 3,
1991 is all for “finishing" work following the seisnic
rehabilitation. The seismic work left many things in need of

minox repair.

The invoice from Familian Pipe & Supply, as well as
agsociated hardware from Builders Discount all related to
the replacement of the water heater for Unit 1262.

The item from Degendorfer Plumbing, Inc. dated October
2, 1991 is for the replacement of pipes in the 1262 wunit.

The invoice from The Phoneman dated October 19, 1591 is
for the repair of telephone wiring damaged during the seismic
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rehabilitation work. She received a full credit for this
expense on the bill from Vahdani Construction.

An electrician installed a new fuse box for Unit 3
during the period that the seismic work was proceeding. She
never received any bill or statement from the electrician,
but ghe did make the notation which is included in the
Application at the time she paid the electrician for this
work.

On occasion, Richard Tarin of R & R Painting requested
advances from her to purchase supplies for work 1in progress
at the property. Her notation dated November 8, 1991
reflects a $500 advance, for which she was credited on a

subsequent bili.

Andre LaRocca is a tenant at the property. He has
rofessional experience in remodeling work, and was
interested in the seismic project. She entered into an
agreement with Mr. LaRocca under which he would act as an
observer of the construction company’s work on gite,
addressing concerns about the progress of the work to the
construction workers as they arose. In return for these
services, she provided him with free rent for the three
months of September, October and November 1951,

In addition, she did not collect rent for Apt. 3 for the
month of October, and did not collect rent for Apt. 4 for the
month of November. In each case, construction activity was
sufficiently disruptive to the tenants in each of these two
units so as to force the tenants to temporarily relocate for
periods of at least one week.

The bathtub in Unit 2 was refinished because the surface
of the tub was pitted severely.

"In connection with the seismic rehabilitation work,
§728.62 was paid to the City of West Hollywood as a plan
check fee. The construction work was inspected by the City’s
Building and Safety personnel from time to time until the gob

was completed.

She initially hired the Vahdani Construction Company for
engineering analysis and design of the seismic
rehabilitation project at a cost of $3,500. In addition, she
was required to have a strength test of the brick structure
performed at a cost of $1,700. She then obtained three
estimates to perform the seismic rehabilitation work. Each
of the companies providing estimates had the engineering
study, so they were aware of the difficulties presented by
this job. The estimates were $69,000, $60,000 and $52,000;
vahdani was the one in the middle. Vahdani agreed to throw
in a whole new roof and floor. She had heard positive
comments on their work elsewhere, and had inspected a
building in Pasadena upon which Vahdani had completed seismic
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rehabilitation. Based wupon these factors she selected
Vahdani to complete the job.

She never received any written statement of the work to
be performed, or the work that had been performed, beyond the
written contract submitted into the record (Exhibit No. 3%.
The contractor discussed verbally what they . were doing in
several meetings, but never provided any details in writing.
When the job was completed, the property was 1left in poor
condition. Hardwood floors were damaged to such an extent
that she had to have them carpeted.

Prior to this hearing, she was not aware of the meaning
of the contract valuation 1listed on the building permit.
After paying the $60,000 cost of the basic seismic work, she
had to pay the cost of "finishing" on top of this.

et ullins:

He is employed by Willdan Associates, which is presently
under contract with the City of West Hollywood to provide
building and safety services. Within this capacity he has
managed the Building & Safety Division of West Hollywood for
the last two years. His division has Jjurisdiction over
issuing building permits and monitoring construction sites.

The "contract valuation" entered onte the building
permit is arrived at by using indust accepted wvalues for
the type of work involved. For seismic rehabilitation work,
they use valuations of $8 per sguare foot for residential
properties, and $10 per square foot for commercial
properties. To these amounts $2 per square foot may be added
when extra retrofitting of the roof is necessary. These
valuations were based upon data compiled by the City of Los
Angeles, which has extensive experience in the seismic
retrofit area. Many buildings in the City of Los Angeles had
completed retrofit before West Hollywood started its program.
The County of Los Angeles develoged valuation data which was
similar to that drawn from the City of Los Angeles.

These valuations do not take into consideration the
actual amounts of contracts entered into by property owners
and contractors for specific jobs., An amount in excess of
these values might represent the inclusion of work which is
beyond what is strictly necessary to accomplish seisnmic
rehabilitation; the contract valuations are intended to cover
the cost of doing the minimum work to reach the seisnic
safety standards.

" This is their general approach towards +the contract
valuation. Sgecific circumstances presented by particular
properties might cause them to approach the valuation
differently. Such circumstances might be discovered during
the plan check, or when the permit applicant specifically
requests it.

-5 -






I-094

The contract valuation is intended to fall into =a
mid~range of total costs that would be charged for the
planned work. They are aware that actual costs will in some
cases end up higher, and in some cases lower. Fach dob |is
different, depending on the building involved. If problenms
arise that requires the engineer to come back to perform
additional work on site, this will add a lot of time to a

job.

The gurpose of the Building & Safety Division inp
arriving at the contract valuation is to become the basis of
.their permit fees. The higher the valuation the higher the
permit fees which are charged.

The contractor’s plans are filed with a clerk in his
office. The review of these plans is performed by Willdan
Associates under a contract with the City. Willdan can
require additional documentation when they feel it is
necessary.

The valuations are standardized and intended to cover a
complete rehabilitation job, including finishing/clean up
work. However, such valuations cannot anticipate unforeseen
problens that may arise once the work is underway.

He has heard of the Vahdani construction firm and is
awvare that they do considerable seismic work in the West
Hollywood area.

SUMMARY OF EXHIBITE UPON WHICH DECIBION I8 BABED
Five exhibits were admitted into evidence:

Exhibit No. 1 is the Rent Increase Application with
supporting documentation of income and operating expenses for
this property.

Exhibit No. 2 is the Registration for these properties
filed by the current landlord, listing information pertaining
to the rental units, including the Base Rents, the number of
bedrooms, and housing services provided to each unit.

Exhibit No. 3 is a supplemental submission of additional
supporting documentation of income and operating expenses for
this property.

Exhibit No. 4 is a revised Application dated June 11,
1992, reflecting changes made in various calculations based

upon additional information.

Exhibit No. 5 is a second supplemental submission of
additional supporting documentation of income and operating
expenses for this property.
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ANALYSIS OF THE EVIDENCE

Under the Rent Stabilization Ordinance landlords are
assured that the Net Operating Income (NOI) of their property
may increase at least 60% of the percentage increase in the
Consumer Price Index (CPI). In order to determine whether or
not the property owner has received at least this increase in
his or her NOI, one must compare the NOI during an earlier
base period with the NOI during a recent period. The
evidence presented is used to determine what period of time
should be used as the base period, and what the income and
operating expenses have been during the base period and
during a recent period. Income less operating expenses 1is
the NOI. Once the NOI has been determined for each period,
the figures may be compared to determine the rate of growth
(if any) in the NOI. The rate of growth may then be compared
with the rate of growth in the CPI. This comparison
determines whether or not the Applicant has received at least
the minimum increase in NOI which is guaranteed by the
Ordinance. If not, rent increases shall be crdered
sufficient to reach this standard.

This property was required to undergo seisnic
rehabilitation to reduce earthguake hazards. Special
provisions within the Ordinance (Sections 6411.1 through
6411.6) and Regulatione (60070 through 60073) apgly to such
properties, and accordingly they will be applied to this
case.

=11 ncome

Base Year Gross Rents, as detailed in Table 1, is
determined to be $33,610. (All tables follow the text and
should be <considered a part of  this Decision.)
Contemporaneocusly~prepared rent records were available for
all months in the Base Year. Contemporaneously~prepared rent
records are usually the most reliable available evidence of
rent levels. Furthermore, this figure is consistent with the
rental income figure reflected on the Applicant’s federal
income tax return Schedule E. No conflicting evidence was
introduced inte the record.

Subtracted from gross rents are rent losses beyond the
landlord’s control. Records reflect no rent losses at all

during the Base Year.

No additional income attributable to the property was
claimed. Total rents, with no rent loss or additional
income, totals the Base Year Total Collected Gross Income of

$33,610.

Base Year Operating Expenses

Operating exgenses for 1983, as detailed in Table 2, are
determined to be $6,451. Expenses for property taxes and

-—?—-






I-094

water have been determined based upon the statements
submitted and upon the property owner’s federal income tax
Schedule E for 1983. There was no consumption of electricity
or natural gas attributable toc the property. The cost of
trash collection is included on the property tax bill.

The presumption that management expenses were six
percent of gross income (Ordinance Section 6411(C) (1) (c)) has
not been rebutted; therefore, management expenses of §2,017
shall be allowed. It may be noted that a number of expense
categories shown on the Schedule E would fall within this
total, such as auto and travel, and stationery and mailing.

A total of $150 for legal expenses is allowed as
reflected on the Schedule E, and supported by the Applicant’s
testimony, even though this payment is not indicated in any
of the other records submitted in support of the Application.
Documents relied upon in determining federal tax liability,
with no incentive to minimize expenses, are highly reliable,
and are preferred over retention of miscellaneous eight-year-
0ld expense documentation.

Insurance expenses during the Base Year are allowed at
$830, based upon the entry on the Applicant’s Schedule E.
Documents submitted indicate an annual premium during the
Base Year of §565. In resolving this conflict in the
evidence, the tax schedule is preferred for the reasons noted

above,

Normal repair and maintenance expenses for non-capital
items have been allowed in the amount of $1,476. This
reflects addition of the following expense categories on the
Applicant’s Schedule E: cleaning and maintenance, repairs,
and gardening. This total varies considerably from the total
of the repair and maintenance documents submitted with the
Application, which is $806 (see Table 7). Most of this
discrepancy appears to be related to gardening services,
shown as $723 on the Schedule E, but as only €118 in the
supporting documentation. There is a reference on Mr.
Koseki’s gardening bill to a $55 monthly charge, but this one
bill is the only documentation of his charges included among
the documents submitted. Again, the Schedule E is found to
be the more reliable source of Base Year expense data.

There was no claim of any owner-performed labor for
1983.

An expense of $55 for a County of Los Angeles business
license was documented and is allowed.

The Applicant’s Schedule E does not differentiate any
repair and maintenance expense as being capital expenses.
Review of all of the supporting documents submitted does not
indicate that any of the costs were for capital expenses as
defined by the Rent Stabilization Ordinance. Therefore, none
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of the expenses shall be amortized as capital expenses for
the Base Year.

Base Year conme

The Base Year Net Ogerating Income is $27,158. The HNet
Operating Income is arrived at by subtracting the total
operating expenses from the total collected gross income.
{(See Table 3.)

Fair Base Year Net Opersting Income

Ordinance  8ection 6411{C)(1)(f) establishes the
presumption that the Net Operating Income produced by the
property during the Base Year provided the landlord a fair
return, Section 6411(C)(1)(g) provides that it may be
determined based upon the evidence received on a particular
property that the Base Year Net Operating Income ylelded
other than a fair return. There was no contention that the
Base Year did not yield a fair return. Therefore, in the
absence of any evidence to the contrary, the presumption
shall be applied.

Current Year Gross lIncome

The Current Year (calendar year 19%1) Gross Rents, as
detailed in Table 4, is determined to be $43,507. Current
Maximum Allowable Rents for applicable periods have been
utilized in arriving at thie figure. No rent receipt records
were submitted by the Apglicant. Tax records relating to the
property, Applicant’s Schedule E, do not include a projection
of rental income at 100% occupancy.

Subtracted from gross rents are rent losses beyond the
landlord’s control. The Applicant testified that rent losses
for three units were related to the seismic rehabilitation
work during 1991. She provided a rent concession of one
month each for the tenants in Units 3 and 4; in both cases,
construction activity forced tenants to vacate the premises
for periods of at least one week. The rent loss relating to
Unit 3 was $782, while the rent loss relating to Unit 4 was
§729. 1In addition, the Applicant provided a rent concession
of three months to Andre LaRocca to compensate him for his
assistance to her during the seismic work. Categorization of
this amount as rent loss or as expense may be debated, but
the ultimate impact on the Application is not substantial,
and it will be listed as a rent loss for purposes of these
calculations. This rent loss totals $2,251.

2 recent amendment to the Rent Stabilization Ordinance
provides that rent losses not likely to recur in the future
not be recognized for NOI analysis. The effective date of
this amendment is after the date this Application was filed
with the Department, and therefore it shall not be applied in
this case. Based upon the analysis above, a total of $3,762
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will be allowed as rent loss for the Current Year period.

As in the Base Year, the record indicates that there was
ne other income attributable to the property for the Current
Year period.

Total rents, less allowable rent loss, with no
additional income, makes up the Base Year Total Collected
Gross Income of $39,745. This total clashes with the amount
shown as rents received on the Applicant’s Schedule E,
$31,414. While the reason for this is not readily apparent,
it is possible that occupancy of Unit 2 by a relative may
substantially explain the discrepancy, if the relative is
provided this unit rent free. Of course, such an arrangement
would not constitute an unaveidable rent loss. In any event,
the total shown above is supported by the preponderance of
the evidence in the record.

Current Year Operating Expenses

Current Year Operating Expenses, as detailed in Table §,
are determined to be $15,204. Expenses for property taxes
and water have been determined based upon the statements
subnitted, which cover all twelve months of the Current Year
period. As in the Base Year, there was no consumption of
electricity or natural gas attributable to the propertz, and
the cost of trash collection is included on the property tax

bill.

The presumption that management expenses were six
percent of gross income (Ordinance Section 6411(C) (1) (¢)) has
not been rebutted; therefore, management expenses of $2,385
shall be allowed. No legal expenses were claimed for the
Current Year period.

Insurance expenses totaling $1,373 are allowed for the
Current Year period. The annual insurance policy period
ran from October 15, 1990 through October 14, 1981, renewing
on October 15, 1991. The cost of insurance was prorated
based upon nine-and-a-half months under the 1980-91 policy,
and two-and-a-half months under the 1991-92 policy, based
upon documentation reflecting the amounts paid.

Normal repair and maintenance expenses have been
determined based upon the documentation submitted. The
only significant total in this category was $496 to R & R
Painting & Remodeling for various minor repairs. This sane
firm did substantial "finishing" work following the seismic
rehabilitation (see capital expenses, below). All other
receipts in this category were for $30 or less. Normal
repair and maintenance expenses totaling $624 are allowed for

the Current Year period {see Table 8).

There was no claim of owner-performed labor for the
Current Year period.
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Rent stabilization fees were paid by Applicants in the
amount of $56 per unit per year, of which only $48 per unit
per year may be recovered from tenants. The resulting cost
to Applicants of $192 is allowed as an operating expense for
the purpose of assessing the merit of the Application,
pursuant to Section 6411(C) (1) {(c}. ’

The annual cost of building improvements, major repairs
and replacements have been included as amortized; see Table
9 for detail. The dominant ©cost was the seismic
retrofitting, along with associated expenses, totaling
$72,276. The Applicant was required to undertake this work
by the City of West Hollywood. Althou?h Vahdani Construction
was not the low bidder, the Applicant’s selection of this
firm reflected reasonable business judgment. The necessity
and reasonableness of associated costs for "finishing" after
the construction firm completed its work was supported by the
Applicant’s testimony. No contrary evidence appears in the
record, and the full amount of these expenses is allowed.

Rent Stabilization Ordinance Section 6411.4(b) rovides
a presumption that the contract valuation, $56,000 in this
case, approved by the City’s Department of Building and
Safety are complete and actual records of the reasonable cost
of performing the seismic retrofitting work. The testimony
of Mr. Mullins explained that this figure is arrived at by
using standardized cost data drawn from a large number of
past seismic rehabilitation jobs. While this method appears
to be a sound approach to estimating the costs involved in
this type of work, it does not stand against the evidence of
the actual costs incurred by the Applicant in this case. The
record reflects that the Applicant obtained competing bids,
and exercised reasonable business judgment in incurring all
costs in this wvork. Baged upon the analysis above, the
presumption is found to have been rebutted.

Pursuant to Regulations, the cost of actual financing
obtained by an Applicant t¢ finance capital expenditures
shall be included, utilizing the cater of the amortization
period of the expenditure or the actual 1length of the
financing. Applicant obtained financing for the seismic work
from Wells Parge Bank at an 8.5% rate of interest for fifteen
years. The amortization period for seismic work, thirty
years, is the greater amortization period. Therefore,
financing at 8.5% for all of the seismic expenses for thirty
vears is allowed.

The reasonableness and necessity of other capital
expenses was also supported by the Appligant's testimony.
For these other expenses, no outside financing was obtained.
Therefore, pursuant to Regulation 60040(D), imputed financing
at the rate of 5.5% is allowed. The annual cost of all
current Year Capital Expenses is §7,730.

ent Ope comne
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The Current Year Net Operating Income is $24,541. The
Net 0€9ratxng Income is arrived at by subtracting the total
operating expenses from the total collected gross income.

(See Table 6.)

Proposed/in Progrese Capital Expenses

. The Agplicant did not seek conditional approval of rent
increases based upon proposed/in progress capital expenses.

Rent Increase

There has been a decrease of $2,618 in the NCOI from the
Base Year NOI of $27,159 to the Current Year NOI of $24,541.
This represents a 9.6% decrease in the NOI from the Base Year
£o the Current Year.

Ordinance Section 6411(C) (1) (h) guarantees minimum
growth in the NOI of 60% of the percentage growth in the
local Consumer Price Index (CPI).

The relevant CPI to this Application is the CPI 1last
released as of the date of the Application, which was the
February 1992 CPI of 428.1. The CPI in 1983 was 29%2.7.
There has been a growth of 135.4 in the CPI from the Base
Year to the date of the Application. This is a 46.3%
increase in the CPI. Sixty percent of this increase is

27.8%.

There was an actual decrease in the NOX from the Base
Year to the Current Year of 9.6%; therefore special rent
increases are required for the Applicant to receive the
guaranteed Net Operating Income for this property.

The Rent Stabilization Ordinance provides that upon a
finding that a rent increase application has merit, the
gortion of the annval rent registration fees paid by

andlords shall be waived by the Commission. This has the
effect of reducing the amount of rent increases regquired in
this case by $192.

The rent increases provided pursuant to this Decision
are calculated as follows: the Applicant is entitled to a
27.8% increase over her Base Year NOI of $27,159, or $34,709.
The difference between the guaranteed NCI and the actual NOI
is $10,168; refund of the registration fees reduces this
total to §9,976. 0f this total -amount, $6,936 may be
attributed to capital expenses which benefited specific
units. This increase is documented in Table 10.

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. The property is located at 1260 North Flores Street,
West Hollywood, California.
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2. The Applicant has had an ownership interest in this
property since 1946.

3. The current Maximum Allowable Rents for units at
this property are as follows:

it L. CMAR Unit 1.D. CMAR
1260~-1 771,03 1260--4 749,07
1260=~2 738.73 1262 749.07
1260--3 803.31

4. The total collected gross income for the 1983 Base
Year was $33,610. :

¢ 5, The operating expenses for the 1983 Base Year were
6,451,

6. The Net Operating Income for the 1983 Base Year is
$27,159.

7. The total collected gross income for the Current Year
period {calendar year 1991) was $39,745.

8. The operating expenses for the Current Year period
were $15,204,

5. The Net Operating Income for the Current Year period
is $24,541,

10. The relevant Consumer Price Index figures for this
Application are CPY 428.1 for the Current Year and 292.7 for

the Base Year.

11. There has been growth of 135.4 in the CPI from the
Base Year to the date of the Application. This is a 46.3%
increase in the CPI. Sixty percent of this increase is

27.8%.

12. If any statement under +the above heading is
determined to be a conclusion of law, it is to be treated as
such.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. For purposes of the Net QOperating Income analysis,
gross income includes gross rental income computed at 100%
occupancy . Rent Stabilization Ordinance Section
6411(C) (1) (b) (1) . Gross income shall be reduced only by the
amount of uncollected rents due to circumstances beyond the
landlord’s control. Uncollected rents in excess of 3% of
gross rents shall be presumed to be unreasonable unless
established otherwise. Rent Stabilization Ordinance Section
6411(C) (1) (b) (5). Rent losses did not exceed 3% in the Base
Year. Rent losses exceeding 3% in the Current Year period
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were reasonable due to the nature and side effects of the
seismic rehabilitation work.

2. _Onli those capital expenses which were actually
incurred dur ng the Base Year and/or Current Year period may
be considered in determining the operating expenses of the
property. Rent Stabilization Regulation 60040(A).

: 3. Ordinance Section 6411(C)(1)(f) establishes the
presumption that the Net Operating Income produced by the
property during the Base Year provided the landlords a fair
return, Section 6411(C)(1£(g) provides that it may be
determined based upon the evidence received on a particular
application that the Base Year Net Operating Income yielded
other than a fair return. (See also %
Hollyweood, (1890) 223 Cal.App. 3d 1342, and

Cit f_Berkeley (1576) 17 Cal.3d 129.) The evidence in the
hearxng record does not rebut the presumption that the
property produced a fair return during the Base Year.

4., Only major capital improvements which are determined
to be necessary or reasonable to maintain and/or improve the
property and of real benefit to tenants are ellgible as
capital expenses for inclusion to support rent increases.
Rent Stabilization Regulation 60040(B). Expenses incurred in
performing seismic retrofitting are presumed to be reasonable
and necessary. Rent Stabilization Ordinance Section 6411.4.
This presumption was not rebutted.

5, It is presumed that the contract valuation, §56,000
in this case, approved by the City’s Department of Building
and Safety is the reasonable cost of pgrformin? the seismic
retrofitting work. Rent Stabilization Ordlnance Section
6411.4£b). The record reflects that the Applicant obtained
competing bids, and exercised reasonable business judgment in
incurring all costs in this work. The presumption is found
to have been rebutted, and the higher cost total incurred by
the Applicant is found to be reascnable.

6. Pursuant to Rent Stabilization Ordinance Section
6411(C) (1) (h), Applicant is entitled to receive an NOI of
$34,708. As Agplicant has received an NOI of $24,541,
additional rent increases are required to assure the
Applicant a just and reasonable return on this property.

7. Annual registration fees which pursuant to
resolution of the City Council cannot be passed through to
tenants shall be waived by the Commission 1f the application
is found to be meritorious. Rent Stabilization Ordinance
Section 6411(C)(1)(¢). This Application is meritorious. The
city of West Hollywood shall reimburse the Applicant the

amount of $192.

8. The MAR for a unit shall be increased by a maximum
of twelve percent during the first twelve months and by an
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additional 12% during the second twelve months after the date
of a final decision of the Commission. If the final decision
of the Commission determines that the landlord is entitled to
an increase in the MAR which is greater than twelve percent
in the first year and an additional twelve percent in the
gsecond year, then the MAR for the unit shall be increased by
only those percentages and the remainder of the increase
shall be granted during the third year. In addition, during
the second year, the landlord is entitled to ten percent
interest on the amount over twelve percent which was not
charged during the first +twelve months, lus any other
adjustment to which the 1landlord is entitled under the
ordinance. During the third year, the landlord is entitled
to ten percent interest on the amount which could not be
charged during the second twelve months, plus any other
adjustments to which the landlord is entitled under the
Ordinance. Each year’s ten percent interest shall remain in
effect for one year after it was imposed, and shall not be
considered rent for Eurposes of calculating the general
adjustment. Rent Stabilization Ordinance Section 6411.5(e).

9, If any statement under the above heading is
determined to be a finding of fact, it is to be treated as

such.
DECIBION

IT IS DECISION OF THE HEARRING EXAMINER that Rent
Increase Application I-094 be granted.

Unit Current Maximum amount of New Maximumn
I.Db. Allowable Rent Increase Allowable Rent
1 771.03 92.52 863.55
2 738.73 88.65 827.38
3 803.31 896.40 89%.71
4 749,07 89.89 B3B.96
1262 749.07 66.71 815.78

The new Maximum Allowable Rents listed above do not
include the partial pass through of the registration fee,
which may add $4.50 per month to each unit.

The Maximum Allowable Rents may be increased above 12%
as provided for by this Decision after the first twelve
months following the effective date of this Decision as
provided by law (see Table 11). Additionally, the Applicant
may receive 10% simple interest on the amount of rent
increase delayed during the second twelve nmonths; the
interest shall remain in effect for only twelve mnonths, and
shall not be considered rent for purposes of calculating the

general adjustment.
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Unit Additional Interest on , Total
1.D. _Increase Delaved Amount iIncrease
1 99.47 9,95 109.42
2 99,29 10.14 109.43
3 97.45 9.75 107.20
4 98.84 9.88 108.72

1262 -0 -0~ -0-

The increase during the second twelve months is also limited
to a maximum of 12%. For one unit only, a small additional
increase is required after the first twenty-four months:

Unit Additional Interest on Total
1.D Increase Delayed Amount Increase
2 ‘ 2.11 0.21 2.32

Within sixty days following the date of the final
decision on this Application, the City of West Hollywood
shall issue a refund to the Applicants of that portion of the
annual registration fees which pursuant to rescolution of the
City Council cannot be passed through to tenants.

Rent increases permitted by the Ordinance may only be
implemented after the landlord has first given notice to the
tenants as required by state law and the terms of any lease
or rental agreement regarding the tenancy.

Date: Q)b?&“-'\ f? /772 @«QM%O/&%"&W

DENNIS M. ORFIRER
Hearing Examiner
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TABLE 1
GROSE RENTS - BASE YEAR

Total
$ 6,882.00

1260~~1 550X6+597X6=
2 525X6+572X6= 6,582.00
3 557X6+597X6= 6,924.00
4 525X6+572X6= 6,582.00
1262 540X8+580X4= 6,640.00
Total $33,610.00
TABLE 2
OPERATING EXPENSES ~ BASE YEAR
1. Property Taxes $ 1,429.88
2. Electricity 0.00
3. Gas 0.00
4. Water 493.00
5. Trash Collection 0.00
6. Management Expenses 2,016.60
7. Legal Expenses 150.00
8. Insurance 830.00
9. Normal Repairs & Maintenance 1,476.39
10. Owner-Performed Maintenance 0.00
1l. License, Registration & Other Fees 55.00
12. Amortized Capital Expenses Y 9.00
Total $ 6,450.87
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TABLE 3
NET OPERATING INCOME -~ BASE YEAR _
Total collected gross income $33,610
Total cperating expenses - 6,.45]
Net Operating Income 827,159
TABLE 4
GROSS RENTS -~ CURRENT YEAR
Unit I.D. Total
1260~-1 725.01X8+750.39X4= $ 8,801.64
2 694 ,65X8+718.96X4= 8,433.04
3 758.37X8+781.81X4= 9,170.20
4 704.37X8+729.02X4= 8,551.04
1262 T04.37X8+729.02X4= 8,.551.04
Total $43,506.96
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TABLE 5

OPERATING EXPENSES - CURRENT YEAR

1. Property Taxes $ 2,085.28
2. Electricity 0.00
3. CGas 0.00
4. Water 814.63
5. Trash Collecticn 0.00
6. Management Expenses 2,384,70
7. Legal Expenses “0.00
8. Insurance 1,373.31
¢. Normal Repairs & Maintenance 623.69
10. Owner-Performed Maintenance 0.00
11. License, Registration & Other Fees 192.00
12. Amortized Capital Expenses 7.730,16

TOTAL 15,203.77

TABLE ©
NET OPERATING INCOME - CURRENT YEAR

Total collected gross income $ 39,745
Total operating expenses =15.204
Net Operating-Income $ 24,541
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TABLE 7
REPAIR AND MAINTENANCE - BASE YEAR

Payee Apount Total
Anawalt Lumber Co. $ 32,95
Builders Emporium 59,31
Cleaning supplies (vendor unidentified) 7.92
Ever-Ready Fire Protection _ 6.00
Garbage cans (vendor unidentified) 22.75
Hardware (vendor unidentified) 26,28
James L. Ray and Son 49,00
Ted Koseki . 75,48
Laurel Hardware 36.34
Qles 8.43
Pete the Plumber 126,38
Plumbing (vendor unidentified) 86.56
Refuse clean up {vendor unidentified) 75.00
Repairs (vendor unidentified) 12.63
Rompage Hardware 6.42
Sears 42.59
Snyder Diamond : 68.99
Standard Paint 22.27
Tashman Hardware 2.76
Tri-City Electric Inc. 38.24
Total $806.30
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TABLE 8
REPATR AND MAINTENANCE - CURRENT YEAR

Pavee

Armstrong Gardens 29.35
Builders Emporium 24.28
International Tile 5.03
Koontz Hardware 5.83
Laurel Hardware 25.94
Mordigan Nursuries 22,26
R & R Painting & Remodeling 496,00
Window screens (vendor unknown) 15.00
Total $ 623.69
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TABLE 9

CAPITAL EXPENSES - CURRENT YEAR

Expense descrip.

UNITS 1260, 1-4
gSeiemic rehab
Engineering
Strength test
Plan check fees
Window hardware
Finishing

ALL UNITS
Garage door
Garage roof

UNIT 1260-1
Electrical wiring

UNIT 1260-2
Bathtub finish

UNIT 1260~-3
Fuse box

UNIT 1262
Carpet

New pipes
New celling
Water heater

GRAND TOTAL

Cost

Cost of

Amogt. Annual

Finance Total  Period __Cost

Interest rate:

8.50%

61260.00 108314.40169574.40

3500.00
1700.00
778.62
106.92
4930.00

6187.60
3005.20
3177.78

1g88.28
8717.60

Interest rate:

650.00
5450.00

220.00

185.00

185.00

140.00
650.00
375.00
263.54

196.00
1648.00

104.00

56.20

86.80

28.84
196.00
113.40

54,82

2687.60
4705.,20
2156.40
285,20
13647.60

5.50%

846.00
7028.00

324.00
241.20
271,80

168.84
846.00
488.490
318.236

5652.48

360
360 322,92
360 156.84
360 71.88
360 9.84
360 454,92
Subtotal 6668.88
120 84.60
120
Subtotal 794.40C
i8¢0 21.60
1290 24.12
180 18.12
84 24.12
120 84.60
120 48.84

84 45,48
Subtotal _ 203,04
$7,730.16
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TABLE 10
NET OPERATING INCOME COMPARISON

Current Year NOI:
Base Year ROI:

Growth/decline in NOI:
Percentage growth/decline in NOI:

Consumer Price Index - Los Angeles
as of date of Application - 2/92:
CPI -~ Base Year (1983}):

Change in CPI:

Percentage Growth in CPI:

Rent Stabilization Ordinance allows
for 60% growth of CPI:

Base Year NOI:

Guaranteed percentage increase in
the CPI allowed:

Amount of increase in NOI
guaranteed by the Ordinance:
Total guaranteed NOI:

Current Year NOI:

Refund of Registration fees

Total amount of rent increase
allowed:

Total amount of increase which
relates to specific units:

Total amount of increase which
relates to all units:

Percentage increase which
relates to all units:

$24,541
27,159

-2,618
_9-6%
428.1
292.7
135.4
46.3
27.8%
$27,159
27.8%
7,550
34,709
24,541

192
9,976
6,936
3,040

6.83%
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Unit
I.D.

1260
1
-2
3

4

1262

curr er_xt

—MAR_

771.03

738.73

803.31
749,07

749.07

TABLE 11

RENT INCREASES

General

Increase

51.25
49.10
53.40
49.79

49-79

Specific
Unit
Increase

140.74
140.95
140.45
138.94

16.92

New MAR

863.55%
827.38%
899.71%
838.96%

815.78

Increase
Based On
Approved
Proposed
Capital

‘-o“
-G
-}
-0

-0

1*3311 rent increases limited to 12% annual waximum phase-in,
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June 20, 2016

Mr. Peter Noonan

Rent Stabilization and Housing Manager
City of West Hollywood

8300 Santa Monica Boulevard

West Hollywood, CA 90069

Dear Peter,

We are pleased to submit this draft of the first part of the West Hollywood Apartment Rehab
Study.

It has been a pleasure working with you. Please let us know if you have questions or
comments.

Sincerely,
Jo BT e J\Ammwlz—
Janet Smith-Heimer, MBA Jessica Hitchcock, MCP

President Senior Associate
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The City of West Hollywood is seeking innovative ways to encourage owners of rent-stabilized
buildings to re-invest in necessary capital improvements and rehabilitation to maintain and
upgrade essential building systems, while limiting increases in rental costs.

West Hollywood has long sought to balance the need for affordably priced housing with a
landlord’s right to a just return. Most rental housing in West Hollywood is aging, with buildings
needing varying degrees of rehabilitation and other capital improvements. The City currently
has a capital improvement pass-through and net operating increase (NOI) program providing
property owners with a means of sharing a percentage of re-investment costs with tenants.
These programs however are not used, and rent stabilization has been presumed to be a
factor limiting landlords’ willingness to make major improvements, even though anecdotal
data suggests owners have been making cosmetic improvements as units vacate.

To meet the challenge of encouraging private owners to re-invest in the city’s rent stabilized
rental housing stock by maintaining and upgrading aging building systems, West Hollywood
has undertaken this Apartment Rehabilitation Study. The Study’s purpose is to develop
programs incentivizing rehabilitation of multi-unit residential rental property subject to the
City’s Rent Stabilization Ordinance, that is, buildings built before July 1, 1979. Program ideally
would balance tenants’ needs for affordable housing and limited rent increases with landlord’s
right to a fair return on investments. “Rehabilitation work” in the context of this study refers to
repairing or replacing major building systems such as plumbing, electrical, roof, structural,
drainage, and elevators. The scope of the project does not include seismic upgrades.

This study addresses the following:

o Assessment of existing rehabilitation programs and cost pass-through programs in
other jurisdictions based on considerations including but not limited to: potential costs
for rehabilitation projects as defined above, financial and habitability impacts to
tenants, potential means of limiting impacts on tenants, successful incentive
programs, and various program structures for established cost pass-through programs.

o Analysis of potential incentive programs that could be offered by the City of West
Hollywood with analysis based on industry acceptable factors, local case studies, and if
available, studies conducted in other jurisdictions.

e Recommendations for establishing rehabilitation programs in the City of West
Hollywood and recommendations for consideration of a potential cost pass-through
program allowing property owners to possibly share some of the costs with tenants.

e Recommendations for exploring a possible cost pass-through program as a means of
sharing rehabilitation costs with tenants evaluated on:
o Financial impacts to in-place rent stabilized tenants, especially to lower-income
tenants, seniors and disabled persons,
o Financial needs for completing building rehabilitation projects, and





o Percentage pass-through amounts, amortization schedules, and other program
aspects to consider when exploring a possible program.

This report is phase one of the Apartment Rehab Study and summarizes existing conditions
and methods used by West Hollywood and other California cities with longstanding rent
stabilization programs. This report provides a basis for phase two, which will evaluate potential
new policies and programs aimed at encouraging private re-investment in aging rent stabilized
apartment buildings.

This report is organized into the following sections:

e Existing Conditions Analysis: This section summarizes demographic and housing trends in
West Hollywood, based on a review of existing reports and data from the U.S. Census
Bureau. The City’'s rent stabilization database was also analyzed to understand the
composition of rent stabilized housing, including average rents and turnover rate.

o Case Study Research: Four cities with rent stabilization and existing capital pass-through
programs were selected to research in more depth for this report, San Francisco, Berkeley,
Los Angeles, and Santa Monica. Capital improvement programs for three of these cities
are described in detail, including the types of improvements permitted for pass-through,
cost recovery formulas, and hardship exemptions.





Existing Conditions Analysis

Demographic data for this analysis are taken from the California Department of Finance, the
US Census Bureau, and the American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year Estimates for 2009 to
2013. Additional housing reports and rent stabilized data was provided by the City of West
Hollywood. BAE analyzed initial rents and turnover rates going back to January 1, 1999, the
first full year when the City, pursuant to the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act, permitted
landlords to raise rents to market levels following a vacancy of a rent stabilized unit.

Case Study Research

For the case study analysis, four cities were chosen for analysis, San Francisco, Berkeley, Los
Angeles, and Santa Monica. These cities were selected because all have rent stabilization?
and capital pass-through programs. After an initial literature review, Santa Monica was
excluded from this report because its pass-through program is substantially similar to West
Hollywood’s, and Santa Monica has had very few cases. A representative from the City of
Santa Monica who was interviewed acknowledged that the City will likely need to revise its
policy in the near future. Because there were few lessons to draw from this example, Santa
Monica’s program was not evaluated.

For the remaining three case study cities, a literature review was completed to describe the
existing capital improvement pass-through program. Stakeholder interviews were conducted
with the city agency in charge of administering the program. The following research topics
were addressed in the literature review and stakeholder interviews:

Policy, Background, History and Revisions
e Describe the process for establishing the capital improvement pass-through program, and
revising to the program.

Policy Structure and Specific Requirements

e Review the municipal code and describe the capital pass- through formula, improvements
that qualify for pass- through, term and permanence of rent increases, rent caps, and
hardship exemptions.

Application Progress and Policy Administration
e Discuss how claims are adjudicated and the standards used to determine variances to the
formula.

Policy Outcomes, Effectiveness, and Gaps

1 The Cities of Berkeley and Santa Monica use the term rent control in place of rent stabilization.

3





e Review outcomes, including number of annual requests, average costs, and any suggested
improvements necessary to achieve each city’s policy goals.

The following summarizes findings from the analysis of West Hollywood’s demographic trends
and housing stock, along with the policy research on capital improvement programs as
implemented by the cities of San Francisco, Berkeley, and Los Angeles.

Demographics: West Hollywood is physically built-out, and maintains a stable population
characterized by small households. The overwhelming majority of households are renters who
earn low-incomes. Approximately half of all renter households face a housing cost burden (pay
more than 30 percent of income for rent and utilities), echoing the outcome for California
cities with rent stabilization after passage of the Costa-Hawkins Act, which eliminated vacancy
control.

Rent stabilized inventory: In 2013, there were approximately 24,000 housing units in the City,
of which 16,895 units, or approximately 70 percent, were covered under the RSO. The
median year built for renter-occupied structures is 1959, which suggests some rental buildings
need major system upgrades, such as new roofs, plumbing, and electrical systems. Within the
rent-stabilized housing stock, the majority of units are either studios or one-bedrooms.

There is consistent and regular turnover in West Hollywood’s rent stabilized housing stock.
According to the American Community Survey (ACS), 74.1 percent of renter households moved
into their units after 2000. Data from the city’s rent registration database shows that between
1999 and 2014, the annual turnover rate averaged 2,300 units per year, equivalent to 13.6
percent of the rent stabilized housing stock. The turnover appears to follow market cycles,
with lower turnover when the economy is strong, and higher turnover during weaker economic
periods.

Landlords have been taking advantage of Costa Hawkins and have increased rents up to
market levels following vacancies. Between 1999 and 2015, rents charged when a new
tenancy occurred increased by 91.7 percent from $944 in 1999 to $1,810 in 2014, which is
equivalent to a growth rate in rents of 4.4 percent compounded annually. This turnover has
allowed owners to improve their revenue and increase net operating income beyond levels
allowed when vacancies were controlled. Revenue increases are rising faster than operating
expenses, which means owners have increasing Net Operating Income (NOI) and likely have
extra cash flow to pay for some capital improvements.

There are two types of capital improvement pass-through formulas: cost recovery and NOI
approach. The cost recovery method takes the actual improvement cost and permits the
landlord to recapture a portion of the costs over a specified period. This method presumes
that the landlord needs the rent increase in order to make the investment. This approach is





used by San Francisco and Los Angeles. The NOI approach permits the amortized cost of
capital improvements to be counted as an expense, and compares the NOI in the current year
to a specified base year. NOI is permitted to increase by a level tethered to CPI. If a landlord
is shown to be earning a reasonable return, a capital improvement pass-through is not
granted. Unlike the cost recovery method, the NOI option means-tests whether a pass-through
is necessary. This method is used in West Hollywood and Santa Monica. The City of Berkeley
uses a blend of the two approaches.

West Hollywood’s capital improvement pass-through formula is outdated due to Costa-
Hawkins and vacancy de-control. To recover the cost of improvements in West Hollywood, the
current formula permits NOI to increase by 60 percent of CPlI between the base year and
current year. In a unit where a vacancy has occurred and then the unit re-rented at market
rates, the increase may result in a current year NOI that exceeds the allowed 60 percent of the
CPI difference. There are few instances where the current formula makes a rent increase to
recover capital improvement costs workable. The cases where it may be workable are typically
observed in smaller buildings, such as duplexes and triplexes, with low turnover (leading to low
NOI's) and substantial improvement costs. NOI testing is also cumbersome and labor-
intensive for both City staff and the applicant, and the lack of predictable outcomes may deter
applicants from applying. The current formula does not provide most West Hollywood rental
property owners with an incentive to invest in major capital systems, although anecdotal
evidence suggests landlords are willing to make cosmetic improvements when units vacate
and owners are allowed to charge market rents.

The math matters in the cost pass-through formula. There are tradeoffs between the
percentage of re-invested costs eligible for pass-through, and the amortization period. In
addition, other considerations include what types of improvements qualify as capital
improvements, caps on per year and overall rent increases, allowances for hardship
exemptions and relocation assistance - especially for tenants in lower income categories.

Berkeley’s formula combines the cost recovery formula with principles from the NOI approach.
Before landlords ask for additional rent increases, Berkeley “means-tests” the cost recovery
formula by comparing the permitted pass-through using the cost recovery method against the
prior rent increases following vacancies. If the landlord has already been collecting rent
sufficient to cover the amortized value of the capital improvements, then the City does not
grant a rent increase. Essentially, Berkeley does not allow the landlord to pass-through costs
if the landlord is already earning a fair return.

Each city tailors its capital improvement program to meet its policy goals. San Francisco aims
to encourage landlords to invest in improvements and permits a pass-through according to a
simple cost recovery formula. Berkeley’'s program aims to balance impact to tenants and
allows a pass-through only to the extent needed to provide a fair and reasonable return. Both
cities claim their programs are working well in meeting intended goals.





There were few capital improvement cases reported in the case studies, however the number
increases when improvement costs are high: Data from Berkeley shows that the number of
landlord petitions, which includes capital improvement pass-through requests, declined
significantly after Costa-Hawkins was fully implemented. In the same time period average
Berkeley rents increased at a faster rate. Cities that have recently passed seismic ordinances,
however, are seeing a slight increase in the number of petitions because costs related to
seismic improvements can be high and range from $60,000 to $90,000 or more for the entire
building.

It is important to strike a policy balance between owners and tenants. In San Francisco before
2001, when the allowable recovery was 100 percent, tenants felt that they were unfairly
paying for the full cost of improvements. In a city comprised mostly of renters, tenants
effectively pushed back with Proposition H, which was more favorable to their interests.2 This
highlights the potential voter-led initiatives at the ballot if a policy is perceived to favor
landlords, especially in a city with a high proportion of renter households like West Hollywood.
If crafted carefully based on the percentage of costs eligible and length of amortization, and
balanced with rent caps and other tenant protections a cost pass-through program can provide
a means for landlords to re-invest in aging rental properties while ensuring tenants are not
overly burdened with costs.

2 Proposition H would have amended San Francisco’s rent control ordinance to prohibit residential landlords from
passing onto tenants the cost of major capital improvements, such as a new roof, exterior paint, energy
conservation measures, or remediation of lead hazards.





This chapter provides a summary of renter household demographic trends in West Hollywood
compared to the City of Los Angeles and Los Angeles County. This analysis was performed for
comparative purposes and to identify key demographic differences between West Hollywood
and its surrounding area. This chapter also profiles the city’s current rental housing supply,
focused on those units that are subject to rent stabilization.

Demographic Trends

Population and Household Trends

Between 2000 and 2015, both population and the number of households of West Hollywood
remained relatively stable. According to the California Department of Finance, in 2015, there
were 35,825 residents living in 23,012 households in West Hollywood, with the population
increasing by less than one percent since 2000. These trends illustrate that the City is
physically built-out and maintains a stable population.

In comparison, in the same time period, the City of Los Angeles (Los Angeles) and Los Angeles
County (County) grew by 7.5 and 7.0 percent, respectively.

The average household size in West Hollywood has been and remains notably small; in 2015,
the average household size was 1.54 persons per household, significantly lower than in the
City of Los Angeles and the County (2.84 persons per household in City of Los Angeles, and
3.01 in the County).

Table 1: Population and Household Trends, 2000-2015

% Change
Population 2000 2010 2015  2000-2015
West Hollywood 35,700 34,399 35,825 0.4%
Los Angeles 3,679,600 3,792,621 3,957,022 7.5%
Los Angeles County 9,477,651 9,818,605 10,136,559 7.0%
Households
West Hollywood 23,159 22,511 23,012 -0.6%
Los Angeles 1,274,220 1,316,244 1,347,104 5.7%
Los Angeles County 3,130,635 3,239,280 3,285,160 4.9%
Average Household Size
West Hollywood 1.53 1.52 1.54 0.5%
Los Angeles 2.82 2.81 2.84 0.7%
Los Angeles County 2.97 2.98 3.01 1.2%

Sources: California Department of Finance; BAE, 2015.





Housing Tenure

Renter households comprise the overwhelming majority in West Hollywood'’s residential base.
In 2013, an estimated 17,282 renter-occupied units accounted for 78.6 percent of all
residential units in West Hollywood. This proportion is substantially higher than for the City of
Los Angeles (62.4 percent) or the County (53.1 percent). Between 2000 and 2013, the
proportion of renter households remained fairly consistent.

Table 2: Housing Tenure, 2000-2013

West Hollywood City of Los Angeles Los Angeles County
Tenure (#) 2000 2013 2000 2013 2000 2013
Renters 18,135 17,282 783,530 824,597 1,634,030 1,715,285
Owners 4,985 4,698 491,882 496,363 1,499,744 1,515,098
Total 23,120 21,980 1,275,412 0 1,320,960 3,133,774 0 3,230,383
Tenure (%)
Owners 21.6% 21.4% 38.6% 37.6% 47.9% 46.9%
Renters 78.4% 78.6% 61.4% 62.4% 52.1% 53.1%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Notes:

The American Community Survey (ACS) publishes demographic estimates based on statistic
sampling conducted continuously between 2009 and 2013.

Sources: US Census, 2000; ACS, 2009-2013; BAE, 2015.





Household Composition

West Hollywood’s smaller average household size is the result of a high proportion of single-
person renter households. In 2013, there were 10,834 single-person renter households (62.7
percent of all renter households). In contrast, single renters accounted for only 34.6 percent
of all renter households in Los Angeles, and 31.2 percent in Los Angeles County. Smaller
household size corresponds with a high proportion of studios and one-bedrooms in the rental
housing inventory.

Table 3: Household Composition for Renter Households, 2000-2013

West Hollywood Los Angeles Los Angeles County

HH Composition 2000 2013 2000 2013 2000 2013
Non-Family Households 14,035 14,090 339,524 382,762 643,200 704,065
Single Person 11,076 10,834 257,256 285,397 492,223 535,139
2+ Persons 2,959 3,256 82,268 97,365 150,977 168,926
Family Households 4,097 3,192 443,998 441,835 990,880 1,011,220
Married Couple 3,059 1,938 258,896 233,646 584,262 550,290
Other Family 1,038 1,254 185,102 208,189 406,618 460,930
Total 18,132 17,282 783,522 824,597 1,634,080 1,715,285
Non-Family Households 77.4% 81.5% 43.3% 46.4% 39.4% 41.0%
Single Person 61.1% 62.7% 32.8% 34.6% 30.1% 31.2%
2+ Persons 16.3% 18.8% 10.5% 11.8% 9.2% 9.8%
Family Households 22.6% 18.5% 56.7% 53.6% 60.6% 59.0%
Married Couple 16.9% 11.2% 33.0% 28.3% 35.8% 32.1%
Other Family 5.7% 7.3% 23.6% 25.2% 24.9% 26.9%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Notes:

The American Community Survey (ACS) publishes demographic estimates based on statistical sampling conducted
continuously between 2009 and 2013.

Sources: US Census, 2000, ACS, 2009-2013; BAE, 2015.

Household Income

Renter households have substantially lower median incomes than owner households, a
pattern observed in most cities. In 2013, West Hollywood’s median renter household income
was $46,174, approximately half of the median income of $93,357 for owner households.
Renter incomes also did not rise as rapidly as owner incomes between 2000 and 2013.

Table 4: Median Household Income, 2000-2013

Renter-Occupied Housing Owner-Occupied Housing Total Occupied Households

2000 2013 % Change 2000 2013 % Change 2000 2013 % Change
West Hollywood $34,345  $46,174 34.4% $64,554 $93,357 44.6%  $38,848 $52,649 35.5%
Los Angeles City $26,775  $36,066 34.7% $61,591 $82,834 34.5% $36,541 $49,497 35.5%
Los Angeles County $29,395  $39,016 32.7% $62,180 $83,452 34.2% $42,030 $55,909 33.0%

Notes:

The American Community Survey (ACS) publishes demographic estimates based on statistical sampling conducted
continuously between 2009 and 2013.

Sources: ACS, 2009-2013; BAE, 2015.





As shown below, a sizable portion of West Hollywood’s renter households have limited
income3. Households earning “extremely low” (30 percent or less of AMI), “very low” (30 to 50
percent of AMI), and “low” incomes (50 to 80 percent of AMI) typically need housing costs to
equal between 30 and 40 percent of income in order to afford to buy groceries, pay for
medications and transportation, and to afford other daily living expenses.

Among West Hollywood’s estimated 17,750 renter households, 9,585 households (54
percent) are lower income, earning income below 80 percent AMI (e.g., below moderate
income levels). While the actual incomes per these definitions vary by household size, for
reference purposes, the 80 percent AMI level for a single person household in 2012 was
$54,450. In addition to defining housing needs, these income catagories may be important to
crafting a capital improvement pass-through policy, because some aspects of other cities’
policies tie exemptions and/or relocation cost eligibility to income.

Figure 1: Renter Households by Income Category, West Hollywood, 2012

Extremely
Low
Income,
23%

Very Low
Income,
14%

Source: Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy, 2008-2012; BAE, 2015.

3. Based on HUD Area Median Family Income (HAMFI) from the Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy
(CHAS), which provides cross-tabulations of ACS data. The most recent CHAS data currently available are based on
ACS data collected between 2008 and 2012.
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Housing Affordability

Housing affordability is generally defined by the relationship between household income and
payment for housing (including rent and utilities if a renter household). If a household pays
more than 30 percent of rent and utilities, the household is considered to face a housing “cost
burden,” and in need of lower-cost affordable housing.

In West Hollywood, 50.7 percent of all renters have a cost burden (See Appendix A). This cost
burden rate is slightly lower than the County level (55.9 percent of renters have a cost
burden). This high rate of cost burden among West Hollywood’s renter households seems
surprising, given the presence of rent stabilization. However, over time, as vacancy de-control
has been implemented, allowing vacant units to be re-rented at higher market rates, this cost
burden finding shows the relatively diminishing ability of rent stabilization to collectively ensure
low cost rents. In addition, incomes for many middle and lower income households in
California and the US have not kept pace with inflation, which contributes further to this
situation.

Figure 2: Cost Burdened Renter Households (a), 2012
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Notes:
(a) Cost burdened renter households pay more than 30 percent of income on rent and utilities.

Source: American Community Survey, 2008-2012; Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy,
2008-2012; BAE, 2015.
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Age of Householder

While the largest proportion of renter households in West Hollywood are aged 35 to 64, the
City also contains a relatively large concentration of senior renter householders (age 65+).
Just over 16 percent of household members were age 65+ in 2013, compared to 12 percent
in the City of Los Angeles and LA County.

Table 5: Renter Householder by Age, 2013

West Hollywood City of Los Angeles Los Angeles County
Age of Householder Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
15 to 34 years 6,065 35.1% 273,687 33.2% 526,695 30.7%
35 to 64 years 8,392 48.6% 452,812 54.9% 976,075 56.9%
65 years and over 2,825 16.3% 98,098 11.9% 212,515 12.4%
Total 17,282 100.0% 824,597 100.0% 1,715,285  100.0%

Notes:

The American Community Survey (ACS) publishes demographic estimates based on statistical
sampling conducted continuously between 2009 and 2013.
Sources: ACS, 2009-2013; BAE, 2015.

The West Hollywood 2013-2021 Housing Element Technical Appendix found that seniors were
more likely to have lower incomes and a disability. The median income for householders over
65 was $22,285, considerably less than the median income among other age groups, likely
reflecting the pattern of seniors living on a fixed income after retirement. In addition, of the
752 households participating in the City’s Housing Choice Voucher Program (e.g., Section 8
rental assistance) as of March 2016, the majority were seniors. Moreover, approximately 51
percent of the City’s senior residents faced some type of disability, with the most common
being physical and mobility related disabilities. Given the higher incidence of seniors choosing
to age in place in addition to the City’s older residential infrastructure, the data suggest a need
for greater accessibility improvements within the City’s housing stock.

Table 6: Median Income by Age of Householder, 2013

West City of Los Angeles
Age of Householder Hollywood Los Angeles County
15 to 34 years $37,880 $26,641 $29,198
25 to 44 years $64,052 $52,606 $58,076
45 to 64 years $55,779 $55,796 $65,821
65 years and over $22,285 $36,079 $39,686

Notes:

The American Community Survey (ACS) publishes demographic estimates
based on statistical sampling conducted continuously between 2009 and 2013.
Sources: ACS, 2009-2013; BAE, 2015.
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Housing Supply

This section summarizes conditions and trends for West Hollywood’s rent stabilized housing
stock based on published reports and a database provided by the City’s Rent Stabilization and
Housing Division. Metrics and trends in the rent stabilized inventory are presented for the
period of January 1, 19994 to December 31, 2014. This information illustrates how vacancy
decontrol has allowed rents and net operating income to increase at a higher rate compared
to rent stabilized rents.

Multi-family Units

According to American Community Survey (ACS) data, there were 24,039 housing units in West
Hollywood in 2013, of which 90 percent were multifamily units. Between 2000 and 2010, the
number of multi-family units increased by 103 units, although a decline was observed among
the City’s single-family homes. According to ACS data, the City lost 207 single family homes, or
8.3 percent of the single family inventory present in 2000. According to City staff, this is likely
due to a trend among homeowners who are purchasing attached units and converting them
into larger single family homes. The net impact due to this loss resulted in a slight decrease in
the City’s housing inventory from a total of 24,110 units in 2000 to 24,039 units in 2013 (see
Appendix B-1).

A slight decrease in the number of units in certain multi-family structures was also observed,
with a loss of 632 housing units in buildings with five to 19 units, and a decrease of 227 units
in large buildings with more than 50 units. City staff expressed concern that some of these
lost units may be due to property owners who invoke the Ellis Act and temporarily “go out of
business” to demolish the building and build new units, which are then no longer rent
stabilized because the ordinance does not apply to new construction.

Housing Stock for Renter Households

The majority of renter households live in multi-family housing (94.3 percent). Renter
households in West Hollywood are more likely to reside in medium (5-19 units) or large
buildings (20+ units) compared to small buildings (2-4 units). In 2013, only 8.4 percent of
renters lived in small buildings. Almost half (47.0 percent) resided in buildings with 5-19 units,
and 39 percent lived in buildings with more than 20 units.

4 1999 was the first full year of vacancy decontrol which allowed landlords to set initial rents to what the market
would bear. Prior to 1999 West Hollywood controlled initial rental rates.
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Table 7: Housing Stock for Renter Households, 2013

West Hollywood

City of Los Angeles

Los Angeles County

Type of Residence Number  Percent Number  Percent Number  Percent
Single Family Units 951 5.5% 175,623 21.3% 501,267 29.2%
Detached 756 4.4% 129,455 15.7% 390,534 22.8%
Attached 195 1.1% 46,168 5.6% 110,733 6.5%
Multifamily Units 16,298 94.3% 645,704 78.3% 1,199,681 69.9%
2-4 Units 1,444 8.4% 98,722 12.0% 224,580 13.1%
5-9 Units 2,873 16.6% 107,998 13.1% 231,314 13.5%
10-19 Units 5,257 30.4% 122,477 14.9% 227,234 13.2%
20-49 Units 4,986 28.9% 162,025 19.6% 259,542 15.1%
50+ 1,738 10.1% 154,482 18.7% 257,011 15.0%
Mobile Home (a) 33 0.2% 3,270 0.4% 14,337 0.8%
Total 17,282 100.0% 824,597 100.0% 1,715,285 100.0%
Notes:

The American Community Survey (ACS) publishes demographic estimates based on
statistical sampling conducted continuously between 2009 and 2013.
(a) Includes standard mobile homes and boats, RVs, vans, and other vehicles that serve as

a primary residence.

Sources: ACS, 2009-2013; BAE, 2015.

Year Structure Built

West Hollywood has a relatively old housing stock, compared to the City of Los Angeles and the
County. More than 54 percent of West Hollywood’s overall housing stock was built before
1959, compared to 44 percent for the City of Los Angeles, and 42 percent for the County.
Among the city’s renter-occupied housing units, the median year built was 1959, compared to
a later 1970 for owner-occupied units. The age of West Hollywood’s rental housing stock
suggests that much of it is reaching or exceeding the 50-year mark, and some buildings may

be in need of capital improvements.

Table 8: All Housing Units by Year Built, 2013

West City of Los Angeles

Year Built Hollywood Los Angeles County
1949 or earlier 26.3% 29.0% 25.4%
1950 to 1959 27.8% 14.7% 16.8%
1960 to 1969 22.9% 15.2% 16.4%
1970 to 1979 12.5% 16.0% 16.5%
1980 to 1989 5.2% 11.3% 12.3%
1990 to 1999 2.1% 6.7% 6.5%
2000 or later 3.1% 7.1% 6.1%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Median Year Built 1960 1960 1962
Owner Occupied 1970 1956 1959
Renter Occupied 1959 1964 1965

Note:

The American Community Survey (ACS) publishes demographic
estimates based on statistical sampling conducted continuously

between 2009 and 2013.

Sources: ACS, 2009-2013; BAE, 2015.
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Rent Stabilized Housing

According to the 2014 Rent Stabilization and Housing Annual Report, 16,895 units (70.2
percent of total housing in West Hollywood) fell under the Rent Stabilization program. Most of
the units that are subject to the RSO are smaller units; studios and one-bedrooms comprise
68.1 percent of the RSO inventory. Units with two or more bedrooms accounted for 31.9
percent of the City’s rent stabilized housing stock. This unit size mix is consistent with the
smaller average household sizes in West Hollywood.

Housing Mobility

The table on the following page shows the year tenants moved into their current housing unit,
and can be used as a measure of housing mobility. In West Hollywood, 74.1 percent of renter
households moved into their units after 2000, compared to 80.6 percent in the City of Los
Angeles and the 82.0 percent in the County. Moreover, West Hollywood households tend to
maintain tenancies for longer periods of time (9.5 percent predate 1989) compared to the City
and County of Los Angeles (5.3 percent and 5.1 percent, respectively).

Table 9: Mobility for Renter Households, 2013

West City of County of
Year Moved Hollywood Los Angeles Los Angeles
1969 or earlier 140 4,668 9,201
1970 to 1979 617 12,481 23,735
1980 to 1989 882 26,278 53,888
1990 to 1999 2,830 116,157 221,113
2000 to 2009 7,640 421,941 902,890
2010 or later 5,173 243,072 504,458
Total 17,282 824,597 1,715,285
1969 or earlier 0.8% 0.6% 0.5%
1970 to 1979 3.6% 1.5% 1.4%
1980 to 1989 5.1% 3.2% 3.1%
1990 to 1999 16.4% 14.1% 12.9%
2000 to 2009 44.2% 51.2% 52.6%
2010 or later 29.9% 29.5% 29.4%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% Moved after 2000 74.1% 80.6% 82.0%
% Remained in Unit since 1989 9.5% 5.3% 5.1%

Notes:

The American Community Survey (ACS) publishes demographic estimates
based on statistical sampling conducted continuously between 2009 and 2013.
Sources: American Community Survey, 2009-2013; BAE, 2015.
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Turnover in RSO Inventory

According to the 2014 Rent Stabilization and Housing Annual Report, in the 18 years since
Costa-Hawkins has been in effect, a total of 10,792 rental units (64 percent) in West
Hollywood have turned over at least once. However, the report was not able to take the total
churn into account, because some of these RSO units may have been vacated and re-rented
more than once. BAE analyzed the registration database by sorting for instances that qualified
as vacancies to determine total churn. Between 1999 and 2014, there were a total of 36,824
vacancies in the RSO inventory.> Based on the units that have returned to market at least
once, each unit, on average, has been re-rented approximately 3.41 times between 1999 and
2014.

The table below illustrates the annual turnover pattern for West Hollywood’s RSO units.
Between 1999 and 2014, turnover ranged from a low of 1,866 units in 2000 to a high of
2,920 units in 2010. The annual average for the 15-year period was 2,300 units per year. It
is interesting to note that the pattern of churn follows the unemployment rate (a proxy for
economic conditions). When the economy is strong and unemployment is low, fewer tenants
need or want to move. When the economy is weak and unemployment high, this generally
correlates to higher churn in the RSO inventory, perhaps because workers need to move to
find employment elsewhere, or lower rents regionally may provide renters with more options
during weaker points in the economic cycle.

Figure 3: Annual Turnover for West Hollywood’s Rent Stabilized Units Compared to
the Unemployment Rate, 1999-2014
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Sources: West Hollywood Division of Rent Stabilization and Housing, 2015; EDD, 2015; BAE, 2015.

5 Vacancies included recorded database entries coded as Rent Adjustment, New/Returned to Market, Initial
Registration, Base Rent Adjustment, First Market Rate Rent Post Costa Hawkins, Not EI Rent Adj, Section 8
Registration, and Return to Market/Section 8.

16





Average Rents for Continuously Controlled RSO Units Compared to New Market Rents

The Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act permits owners to set rents at market levels following a
vacancy. Once the new rent is set, subsequent increases for that tenant are again stabilized,
with annual increases limited to the permissible escalations set by the Rent Stabilization
Commission.

The Rent Stabilization and Housing Division (Division) publishes the average move-in rents for
units that were vacated after Costa Hawkins went into effect in 1995 and compares to this
yearly average rents paid by long-term, pre-1996 tenants who are still in their units.6 This
demonstrates the average rents associated with the different “tiers” of housing for pre- and
post-Costa Hawkins units.

Figure 4: Average Rent Increase Following a Vacancy, West Hollywood Rent
Stabilized Housing, 1999-2014
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Sources: West Hollywood Division of Rent Stabilization and Housing rent registration database, 2015; BAE, 2015.

The graph on the next page shows the difference between rents that have been continuously
controlled since 1996 to the average rent for units that have been re-rented, based on data
from the 2014 Rent Stabilization and Housing Annual Report. One-bedroom units were
selected to highlight because smaller units comprise the majority of the RSO inventory. The
rents for continuously controlled units reflect the average rent for a one-bedroom in 1996,
inflated annually by the Annual General Adjustment permitted by the RSO.

As shown in the following graph, the spread between the rents for continuously controlled
units and newly vacated rentals is considerable. For one-bedroom units, the average rent for a

6 The average rents for pre-1996 tenants is taken by using the maximum allowable rent (MAR) from December
1995 and applying the annual general adjustments through 2014.
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tenancy beginning before 1999 was $912 in 2014. In comparison, initial rents for new one-
bedroom tenancies beginning in 2014 averaged $1,682, an 84.4 percent increase or $770
rent differential. The differential in studios and two-bedrooms is equally stark, with the spread
between 2014 new market rents and controlled rents ranging from $568 per unit for a studio,
and $1,029 for a two-bedroom. Calculated on an annualized basis, an owner who was able to
reset rents in 2014 following a vacancy of a 1999-tenant would earn approximately $6,800
more annually for a studio, $9,200 for a one-bedroom, and $12,300 for a two-bedroom.

Figure 5: Rent Comparison between New Rents Charged Upon Vacancy
to Estimated Rents for Continuously Controlled Units, One-Bedroom
Units in RSO Inventory, 2001-2014
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Source: Rent Stabilization and Housing Annual Report, 2014.
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The figure below shows the average new rent charged after a vacancy, based on the rent
registration database. Between 1999 and 2014, the average rent increased from $944 to
$1,810, which represents a 91.7 percent increase over a 16-year period. This is equivalent to
an annual average increase of 4.4 percent per year. This is higher than the Annual General
Adjustment (AGA) allowed, which is limited to 75 percent of the May to May change in the
Consumer Price Index for all urban consumers in Los Angeles, Orange, and Riverside Counties
rounded to the nearest quartile. From 1999 to 2014 the AGA averaged 2.0 percent per year.

Figure 6: Average New Rent Following a Vacancy by Year, West Hollywood Rent
Stabilized Housing, 1999-2014
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West Hollywood

Policy Background

The City enacted rent stabilization in 1985 as a response to what it saw as a critical
shortage of rental housing in the city and surrounding areas. Due to the shortage the City
felt it was very difficult to find adequate, safe and decent rental housing at reasonable
rates, and without controls many tenants would be forced to move and relocate. Further,
there was a shortage of rental units in the city and rents were increasing at an excessive
rate. The rental housing shortage was compounded by high interest rates and high land
costs that resulted in a very low construction rate of new rental units. In addition, a
substantial number of renters in the city were age sixty-five or older and spent a high
proportion of their income on rent. Further, when low and moderate income tenants were
displaced as a result of rent increases they could not afford to pay, they had extreme
difficulty finding affordable apartments within the city. As a result, the City felt that the
ability of tenants to negotiate initial rents had become an illusory concept.

Further, prior to the formation of the city on November 29, 1984, rental rates were
regulated by the County of Los Angeles. Total deregulation at that time would have led to
immediate, widespread and excessive rent increases resulting in the forced eviction and
dislocation of tenants, many of whom were living on low and moderate incomes. The city,
therefore, adopted a temporary moratorium ordinance as an urgency measure on
November 29, 1984 rolling back rents to those in effect on August 6, 1984 and limiting
evictions to certain specified grounds. On June 27, 1985, the City Council adopted a
comprehensive Rent Stabilization Ordinance (RSO) to protect tenants from unreasonable
and excessive rents, to protect tenants from involuntary displacement, and to keep rents
within the city at a moderate level and at the same time to ensure a just and reasonable
return to landlords.

The RSO covers 70 percent of the City’s housing stock, and includes multi-family properties
built before 1979 and a separate category of properties with only one unit with pre-1996
tenants. Certain residential buildings qualify for exemptions, including new construction built
after 1979, condominiums and single family homes with only one unit whose tenants moved
in after 1996, institutional facilities, non-profit and government-owned housing, hotels, and
motels.

Annual General Adjustment

Rents in stabilized units are allowed to increase annually by the Annual General Adjustment
(AGA), which is adjusted on September 1 each year. The AGA is calculated as 75 percent of
the May to May change in the Consumer Price Index for all urban consumers in Los Angeles,
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Orange, and Riverside Counties rounded to the nearest quartile. Landlords of rent-stabilized
units, who are in compliance with the RSO registration and fee requirements, may increase
rents by the AGA annually after giving proper notice to their tenants. The table below shows
the annual allowable AGA from 1985 to 2015.

Figure 7: Annual General Adjustment (AGA), West Hollywood, 1985-2015
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Policy Structure and Specifics

West Hollywood uses a net operating income analysis (NOI) to determine whether an applicant
is eligible for a capital improvement pass-through. With the exception of a few minor changes,
the capital improvement pass-through policy has remained virtually unchanged since the RSO
was adopted in 1985.7 It should be noted that West Hollywood, along with Santa Monica, are
the only rent stabilization programs that rely on a full NOI analysis to determine whether a unit
is eligible for a capital improvement rent adjustment. Other California cities with rent
stabilization programs, namely Berkeley, San Francisco, and San Jose, use a cost recovery
formula tied directly to the actual cost of improvements.

Definition of Capital Improvement

According to the City’s Rent Stabilization Regulations, a capital expenditure must be
“necessary or reasonable to maintain or improve the property and result in real benefit to the
tenants of the property as opposed to merely increasing the value of the property to the
benefit of the landlord without commensurate benefit to the tenants.” There is a minimum
$100 cost threshold, so improvements below this value cannot be passed on to tenants.

The permitted types of capital improvements eligible for pass-through include appliances,
improvements to apartment interiors such as painting, flooring/carpeting, window coverings,
and major building systems, such as elevators, gates, plumbing, and roofing. The types of
improvements eligible for pass-through are fairly broad, defined by outcome (e.g., real benefit
to the tenants) rather than specific cost levels or degrees of repair/improvement.

Pass-Through Formula for Capital Improvements

West Hollywood’'s Rent Stabilization Ordinance (“Ordinance”) provides that a landlord who
incurs expenses for building improvements, major repairs, and maintenance is entitled to rent
increases in order to provide a just and reasonable return.

To determine whether an applicant is eligible for a pass-through, the City compares the net
operating income (NOI) in the base year to the current year. The base year is 1983, the year
before rent stabilization became effective, unless the Commission decides to use a different
year for income and expenses. The RSO establishes a presumption that the net operating
income produced by the property in the base year provided the landlord with a fair return.8

The City calculates the NOI in the base year, and increases it by 60 percent of the change in
CPI between the base year and current year. It then compares this “reasonable NOI” to the

7In 1991, the Rent Board Commission enacted a provision which enabled landlords to increase rents that were
“disproportionately low” in order to earn a “just and reasonable return” following a 1990 State Supreme Court
decision in Vega v. City of West Hollywood. This change did not directly relate to the calculation for capital
improvement pass-throughs, but were applicable to NOI adjustment cases, which shares a similar formula for
calculating pass-through surcharges.

8 Adjustments can be made to account for revenue or expenses that were disproportionately high or low in the base
year.
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actual NOI in the current year, which includes the amortized cost for capital improvements
(see example below). If this NOI is below the “reasonable NOI”, then the City permits a rent
increase to recover some of the capital improvement cost.

Example Calculation
This example is taken from a sample case which has been simplified for this report.

A landlord was proposing to spend approximately $140,000 in improvements in a duplex, and
applied for a capital improvement pass-through in 2002 claiming that the NOI after the capital
improvement cost, would not permit him to earn a fair return. The improvements included a
variety of short- and longer-term improvements, including new carpeting, new appliances,
major systems upgrades (electrical and plumbing), a new roof, and new deck. Based on the
owner’s calculations, the NOI in 2000, the base year, was $8,900. Between the base year and
the petition year in 2002, the CPI in Los Angeles increased from 167.3 to 181.9, which
translates into a permissible NOI increase of 5.2 percent (equivalent to 60 percent multiplied
by the CPI difference). Applying 5.2 percent to the base year NOI, the NOI permitted in 2002
by the Rent Stabilization Ordinance would have been approximately $9,375.

West Hollywood permits the amortized value of improvements to be included in the current
year NOI. If a landlord spends $1,000 on appliances, which have a 10-year amortization
period as defined by the RSO, then $100 would be permitted as an annual expense included
in the NOI calculation. In this instance, the owner claimed that the amortized capital
improvement expense was $15,000, which would reduce his NOI in the current year from
$15,550 to $550. Under the owner’s calculations, the permitted annual rent increase should
have been $8,825 ($9,375-$550), which if divided between two units, would have amounted
to a permanent $367 monthly increase per tenant.

Under the NOI method, applicants have an incentive to overestimate NOI in the base year and
undervalue it in the current year to generate a larger differential in NOI, which would result in a
higher permissible rent increase. Therefore, the NOI pass-through method necessitates a
thorough review by the Rent Stabilization and Housing Division, which may arrive at different
findings. In this case, the Division arrived at a higher base year NOI of $13,435, and a
“reasonable NOI” of $14,133. The Division also calculated a different current year NOI of
$8,600. The Rent Board’s calculations entitled the owner to additional annual income of
$5,533, not the $8,825 that the owner had requested (a 37 percent reduction below the
requested income).

According to these calculations, the period it would take for the owner to recover his $140,000
investment would have been 25 years ($140,000 divided by $5,533). Given the types of
improvements that were proposed, some of which included appliances with shorter life cycles,
the 25-year period to fully recover the capital improvement cost is longer than what would
have been permitted under other depreciation schedules, such as the Internal Revenue Code.
The Internal Revenue Service (IRS) permits a shorter depreciation schedule for less intensive
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improvements.  According to IRS Publication 527, carpeting and appliances can be
depreciated over five years, while more extensive improvements, such as the roof and major
systems, are depreciated over 27.5 years. West Hollywood’s current NOI method for
calculating pass-throughs does not align with the IRS method for depreciating capital
improvements.

Impact of Costa Hawkins

According to City staff interviewed, the passage of the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act of
1995 has significantly curbed landlords’ ability to qualify for a capital improvement pass-
through. In residential buildings where tenants have vacated and owners have increased
rents up to market levels, the impact of these market rate increases results in current year Net
Operating Incomes that exceed 60 percent of the CPI difference, meaning that capital
improvements cannot be passed through under the current formula due to the relatively higher
rents achieved by vacancy de-control and re-renting,

There are few instances where the current formula makes a rent increase feasible, and these
are typically observed in smaller buildings, such as duplexes and triplexes, where there have
been none or very few vacancies with limited rent increases, and the capital improvement
costs were substantial. In larger buildings, where the chances that units have turned over is
higher because there are more units, qualifying for a capital improvement is less likely, unless
the improvements costs are extraordinary.

City staff corroborated that the number of NOI adjustment cases have declined significantly
following Costa Hawkins. The City applies the same formula for NOI adjustment cases and
does not separately track the number of capital improvement requests, so the following data
conflates all NOI adjustment requests, although the findings are still relevant. Between 1984
and 1996, there were approximately 120 NOI adjustment cases. Between 1996 and 2015,
there have only been 19, which is an average of one NOI adjustment case per year.

It should be noted that it is not clear whether the NOI formula is causing a decline in the
number of capital improvement requests, or whether landlords are earning a sufficient income
based on new vacancy rent increases to make improvements without requesting a pass-
through from the City. Anecdotal evidence based on discussions with City staff seem to
suggest a combination of the above factors, which means there may be potential for the City to
update its formula.

Allowable Rent Increase

If an owner is shown to be eligible for a rent increase following the NOI analysis, the rent can
be increased by a maximum of 12 percent during the first twelve months following a decision.
The balance of the final increase, if any, is applied in the subsequent year. For example, if the
Rent Stabilization and Housing Division approves an increase of $200 for a unit where the
tenant is currently paying $1,000, in the first year, the rent can only be increased to $1,120.
In subsequent years, the tenant will pay the full amount of $1,200.
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Hardship Exemption

West Hollywood does not exempt any special categories of persons or households from
qualifying rent increases. The ordinance attempts to mitigate the impact by phasing in the full
increase over two years, but otherwise, there are no exemptions. Without a hardship
exemption, this puts tenants on fixed or low-incomes at risk of displacement if they cannot
afford the permitted rent increase.

Tenant Relocation

According to City staff, there is currently no provision in the City’s ordinance that allows
landlords to relocate tenants in order to complete voluntary rehabilitation work unless a notice
has been issued indicating code violations. If substantial repairs are required to correct code
violations and the work cannot be performed with the tenants in place, the landlords must pay
for reasonable costs for temporary housing up to six months. Once the code violations have
been remedied, tenants have the right to return to their units. If the work cannot be
completed within six months, then the owner is required to pay the requisite relocation fees.

Based on the current fee schedule, each household is entitled to a fee based on the unit size:
- $6,180 for a studio
- $8,726 for a one-bedroom
- $11,754 for a two-bedroom
- $15,512 for a three-bedroom

Qualified tenants earning less than 120 percent of Area Median Income (AMI) are eligible for
relocation assistance of $16,359. These include senior or disabled tenants, households with
children under the age of 18, and terminally ill patients. Households earning less than 100
percent of Area Median Income are eligible for relocation assistance up to $20,600.

Outcomes

As West Hollywood’s rent-stabilized properties age, and especially as 21st century energy-
efficiency and seismic upgrade goals become increasingly critical, the current method appears
to have resulted in few applicants making capital improvements. In the long run, this impasse
could impact the quality of the housing stock, and the quality of life and safety of some of its
tenants if landlords choose to not maintain their buildings

In summary, reasons to consider changing the current pass-through policy include:

o West Hollywood’s capital pass-through formula is outdated due to impact of Costa-
Hawkins. The current formula permits NOI to increase by 60 percent of the change in the
CPI index between to the current year and base year. With the introduction of Costa-
Hawkins, enabling greater rents to be achieved upon vacancy than the AGA otherwise
allows, the approach of comparing to the long-ago base year and limiting pass-through
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adjustments eliminates most property owners from qualifying for this method of cost-
recovery.

NOI testing is cumbersome and difficult for property owners to predict, deterring some
applicants from making needed improvements. Staff responsible for calculating NOI
adjustments indicated that the process can be onerous. In order to complete an NOI
analysis, a substantial burden of evidence is needed to establish the base year NOI
(typically 1983) and current year NOI. The longer the period of time that has passed since
the base year, the more difficult it is for current property owners to establish these facts.
In addition, the process is somewhat subjective, and the permitted rent increase may be
substantially different from the owner’s expectation. This process and the lack of
predictability may deter applicants from applying for a capital pass-through.

West Hollywood should consider updating its relocation policy for voluntary improvements
and consider establishing a hardship exemption. Currently, there is no established
relocation policy if owners want to make major voluntary improvements. In addition, the
city does not have a hardship exemption, which puts seniors and low-income tenants at-
risk of displacement.
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San Francisco

Policy Background

San Francisco’s capital improvement pass-through program has historically been tied to the
improvement cost. The City’s original program permitted landlord’s to pass through 100
percent of the improvement cost onto tenants. In 2000, in response to rising rents and
displacement, San Francisco voters passed Proposition H, which favored tenants by
prohibiting rent increases for capital improvements except for seismic work. At the time, San
Francisco was facing a severe housing shortage, and renters made the argument that the
capital improvement pass-throughs exacerbated already high rents and were unfair because
tenants were responsible for the full capital costs. Proposition H was challenged in court, and
was struck down on the basis that there was not a sufficient mechanism to ensure a fair
return to landlords.

In 2001, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors forged a political compromise, which led to
the creation of the current formula. The revisions included new amortization schedules,
established maximum annual pass-through surcharges, and limited cost recovery for large
buildings to 50 percent of the improvement cost.

Policy Structure and Specifics

Capital Improvement Definition
In San Francisco, a capital improvement “materially adds to the value of the property,
appreciably prolongs its useful life, or adapts it to new uses, and may be amortized over the
useful life of the improvement of the building.” Examples include, but are not limited to,
appliances, interior and exterior painting, new roof structures, boiler replacement, and new
electrical or sprinkler systems.

Repairs and maintenance, such as replacing broken windows or clearing a clogged drain, do
not count as capital improvements. Code violation corrections may be certified for a pass-
through if the work is completed within 90 days of the issuance of the notice of violation.

Seismic work and improvements required by federal, state, or local laws enacted after 2002
are also eligible for pass-through, although the formula dealing with seismic-related work is
different from the capital improvement calculation.

Pass-Through Formula for Capital Improvements

San Francisco applies different capital improvement calculations for small and large buildings.
Smaller buildings are allowed to recoup 100 percent of the improvement cost, and the time
period for recovery is extended over a longer period, of 10-, 15-, or 20-years. In contrast,
larger buildings, defined as buildings with six or more residential units, can only recover 50
percent of the improvement cost, but the recovery period is accelerated, ranging from seven to
ten years, depending on the improvement.
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The table below shows the pass-through allowances, eligible costs, and amortization periods
for small and large buildings.

Table 10: Capital Improvement Pass-Through Eligible Costs, San Francisco, 2015

Small Buildings Large Buildings
Definition Five residential units or less Six residential units or more
Percent cost recovery 100% 50%
Amortization Straight-line Straight-line

7-Year

Appliances, fixtures, carpeting, exterior and
interior painting of common areas
10-Year 10-Year

Electrical heaters, new doors and skylights, New foundation, plumbing, electrical and
appliances, fixtures, water heaters, shower| plumbing, roof structure, boiler replacement,
heads, carpeting, exterior and interior| elevator rebuild/cables, exterior siding, floors,
painting of common areas, central security| central smoke system, sprinkler system, A/C
system, central smoke detection system,| system, stairs, fire escapes, ceilings/walls/
Amortization Period for new roof structure and cover| sheetrock, windows, doors, cabinets, sinks
Eligible Costs
New kitchen or bathroom cabinets, sinks,
furnaces and gas heaters, windows,
sprinkler systems, A/C system, exterior
siding or stucco, elevator rebuild/cables, new
floor structure, ceilings/walls/sheetrock,
decks, stairs

20-Year

New foundation, plumbing , electrical wiring,
chimneys, fire escapes, concrete patios, iron
gates, sidewalk replacement

Sources: City and County of San Francisco, Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board, Rules and Regulations,
2015; BAE, 2015.

It should be noted in San Francisco, the amortization period is not necessarily related to the
useful life of the improvement. For example, a new foundation, which typically has an
extended useful life, has a 20-year amortization period for small buildings, which is typical
considering how long that improvement is expected to last. However, in larger buildings, the
amortization period for a new foundation is accelerated to ten years, which allows the landlord
to recoup the investment at a faster rate.

This accelerated amortization period represents a tradeoff to larger buildings for limiting the
total cost recovery to 50 percent of the actual cost. According to a senior staff member in San
Francisco interviewed for this case study, the creation of this policy was not necessarily tied to
a mathematical formula, but rather resulted from political negotiations when the rule was
revised by the Board of Supervisors in 2001.

This highlights the bifurcation in San Francisco’s policy in the way it treats small and large
buildings. Smaller buildings are allowed to recapture the full value of the improvements over a
longer period. Larger buildings are permitted to recapture a smaller percentage of the cost but





in a shorter time frame. However, despite these differences, the net impact on the permitted
rent increase is negligible for large and small buildings, as demonstrated in the pass-through
example calculation in the following pages.

Pass-Through Formula for Seismic Improvements

Seismic improvements and work required by law follow a more systematic approach, and does
not change depending on the building size. These improvements are amortized on a straight-
line basis over twenty years, and the City allows the landlord to recoup 100 percent of the
improvement cost.

Table 11: Seismic Improvement Pass-Through, San Francisco, 2015

Small Buildings Large Buildings

Definition Five residential units or less Six residential units or more

Percent cost recovery 100% 100%

Amortization Straight-line Straight-line

Amortization Period for S— 20-vear — 20 Year

. Seismic improvements or work required by|  Seismic improvements or work required by
Eligible Costs

federal, state, or local laws federal, state, or local laws

Sources: City and County of San Francisco, Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board, Rules and Regulations,
2015; BAE, 2015.

In 2013, San Francisco passed a seismic ordinance requiring wood-frame residential buildings
with five or more dwelling units and three or more stories constructed before 1978 to be
seismically retrofitted. The program has been successful in eliciting a high response rate, 99
percent, of all affected property owners. The work needs to be completed by 2020, and the
Rent Board has already begun to see an increase in applications related to seismic work.
Twenty seismic improvement projects have been certified so far, and most range between
$60,000 and $90,000, with some costing over $100,000. The senior staff member
interviewed for this case study estimated the monthly pass-through averages $60 per unit per
month.

Soft Costs

Landlords who make capital or seismic improvements are entitled to interest, irrespective of
whether the improvements are financed with debt or equity. If financing was obtained, the
actual interest rate up to 10 percent can be counted in the pass-through. If no funds were
borrowed for the work, an imputed interest rate is used. Every year, the Rent Board publishes
annual interest rates that are tied to the Federal Reserve rates for treasury securities of
varying investment periods, including seven, 10, 15, and 20-year terms, which correspond to
the City’s amortization periods.

Other soft costs, such as architectural or engineering fees, are not permitted for pass-through.
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Allowable Rent Increase

The maximum annual pass-through varies for small and large buildings. The annual maximum
limit is five percent of base rent in buildings with five or less units, and ten percent in buildings
with six or more units. These are annual caps, which means that if the cap is reached in the
first year, additional increases are permitted in following years until the total permitted pass-
through is reached. For example, assume that the City certifies a capital improvement pass-
through of $150 per unit for a large building. A tenant who is paying $1,000 in rent can only
have his rent increased by $100 in the first year. In the second year, the tenant is responsible
for the remaining $50, paying the full $150 pass-through amount in year 2. This method
phases the capital improvement pass-through over time but does not cap the total amount of
the increase.

The pass-through does not become part of the tenant’s base rent and is not permanent. Once
the pass-through is fully amortized for a unit, it is discontinued. In addition, once a tenancy
ends, a new tenant cannot be charged a capital improvement pass-through because the
landlord was free to set a new market rent at the time the unit was vacant.

San Francisco crafted its formula setting the percent cost recovery and amortization periods to
pass-through an equivalent dollar amount per unit to tenants in small and large buildings. The
table following illustrates how San Francisco’s formula is applied to capital improvements
totaling $10,000 per unit for small and large buildings, and highlights the interplay between
cost recovery and amortization period. For a small building with five units, 100 percent of the
improvement cost can be passed through over a 20-year period, which translates into a pass-
through of $42 per unit per month. In contrast, for a building with ten units, only 50 percent of
the costs are eligible for pass-through, but the amortization is accelerated, leading to the same
monthly increase for tenants of $42 per unit per month.

According to Rent Board staff, most certified capital improvement pass-through amounts do
not reach the annual cap, and is not a common issue in the majority of cases. The caps
mostly apply to tenants with low rents who have remained in a unit for a long time, or if the
work is substantial and costly.

30





Table 12: Sample Calculation for Capital Pass-
Through, San Francisco, 2015

Small Large
Assumptions Buildings (a) Buildings (b)
Per Unit Improvement Cost $10,000 $10,000
Number of units 5 10
Improvement cost $50,000 $100,000
Allowable cost recovery % 100% 50%
Amortization period 20 10
Calculation
Maximum recoverable cost $50,000 $50,000
Annual cost recovery $2,500 $5,000
Monthly cost recovery $208.33 $416.67
Monthly pass-through per unit (c) $41.67 $41.67
Notes:

(a) Small buildings are rental properties with five units or less.

(b) Large buildings are properties with six units or more.

(c) The annual cap rents can be increased is 5% in small buildings
and 10% in large buildings.

Sources: BAE, 2015.

Optional Formula

For large buildings with six or more units, a tenant can opt for an alternate formula and elect
to have 100 percent of the costs passed through. No increase shall exceed five percent in a
twelve-month period, and over the life of the tenancy, the total increase shall never exceed 15
percent of the tenant’s base rent.

According to Rent Board staff, this alternative was an important component in the 2001
compromise, as tenant groups wanted to create an option to cap the maximum increase,
especially for tenants with historically low rents or on fixed-incomes. However, this option has
rarely been invoked in practice, because tenants who would use this typically qualify for the
hardship exemption.

Hardship Exemption

San Francisco has clear guidelines establishing qualifications for hardship exemptions:

e A Tenant is a recipient of means-tested public assistance, such as Social Security
Supplemental Security Income (SSl), General Assistance (GA), Temporary Assistance for
Needy Families (TANF), or California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids
(CalWORKS), or

e Gross household income is less than 80 percent of Area Median Income for the metro
area that includes San Francisco; rent charged exceeds 33 percent of gross household
income; and assets, excluding non-liquid assets and retirement accounts, do not exceed
amounts permitted in determining eligibility for below market-rate (BMR) home ownership,
or

e Exceptional circumstances, such as excessive medical bills, which is reviewed on a case by
case basis
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A tenant can file a hardship application at any time. Before 2001, the hardship exemption
could only be claimed at the time the landlord requested the pass-through, but the 2001
changes expanded this provision, so a tenant could file a hardship request at any time.

Tenant Relocation

If a tenant must be relocated, payments vary depending on the expected length of the
disruption. For work expected to last 20 days or less, tenants are eligible for a $302 per diem
payment plus actual moving expenses. If the work is expected to last more than 20 days, the
landlord must pay $5,511 to any tenant who has resided in the unit for more than a year up to
a maximum of $16,653 for one unit. An additional $3,701 is required for each elderly (60
years or older) or disabled tenant, or household with minor children.

According to Rent Board staff, most landlords attempt to complete work, if possible, with
tenants in place because relocation expenses can significantly add to the cost. This policy
encourages landlords to complete work as quickly as possible and with tenants in place,
because the cost of relocation can be substantial.

Capital improvements and substantial rehabilitation work are just causes for eviction in San
Francisco. For a capital improvement, a tenant has the right to reoccupy the unit once the
repairs are completed. However, the right to reoccupy does not extend to substantial
rehabilitations, which is defined as buildings over 50 years old for which the proposed work is
at least 75 percent the cost of new construction. In an effort to deter displacement, San
Francisco limits the ability of a unit to convert to a condominium if a landlord invokes the
substantial rehabilitation cause for eviction.

Application Process and Administration

Administrative Review

Landlords seeking to pass through the costs of capital improvements must file an application
with the Rent Board and submit the requisite information. Capital improvement petitions must
be filed within five years of the completion of the capital improvement work.

A hearing date is scheduled within 45 days of the application filing date. The hearing is
conducted by an Administrative Law Judge, and the burden of proof is on the landlord. The
Administrative Law Judge issues findings as to whether the proposed rent increases are
justified based on the following considerations:

- The application and its supporting documentation

- Evidence presented at the hearing establishing the extent and the cost of the work

performed
- Estimator’s report, when applicable
- Other relevant factors

The decision is final unless appealed to the Rent Board.
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Tenant Notifications

To impose the pass through, landlords are required to issue a written notice of increase to the
affected tenants, after the initial petition is filed with the Rent Board. If the notice is served
before the petition is filed, the notice is void.

Tenants are not required to pay the pass through until a final decision is issued by the Rent
Board. However, the pass through, if approved, is retroactive to the effective date of a valid
notice of increase.

According to state law, a 30-day notice is required if the combination of the annual rent
increase and the capital improvement increase is less than 10 percent. A 60-day notice is
required if the combination of increases exceeds 10 percent.

Pre-Application for Large Projects

San Francisco attempts to mitigate the impact associated with high-cost projects by requiring
landlords to provide a pre-application notice to the Rent Board and tenants of capital
improvement projects totaling more than $25,000 per unit. Landlords also have to pay for the
cost of an estimator hired by the Rent Board to corroborate costs, unless the applicant
provides copies of competitive bids.

Impact of Lowering the Cost Recovery Percentage from 100% to 50%.

One of the complaints cited by landlords is that reducing the cost recovery from 100 percent
to 50 percent does not permit the landlord to recapture the full cost of their investment,
although tenants would argue that capital improvements improve the landlord’s fixed assets,
so the costs should be split.

San Francisco publishes data on their capital improvement program dating back to 1984, and
BAE analyzed this to assess whether there were changes in the number of petitions for units
affected before and after the formula change went into effect in 2001. 2001 data was
excluded from analysis because the formula change may have caused an anomalous increase
in the number of petitions filed. The 12-year period was assumed to be a sufficient time frame
to account for potential aberrations in any given year and economic cycles.
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Figure 8: Number of Petitions for Capital Improvement Pass-Through, San
Francisco, FY 1988 - FY 2014
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The data suggests that there is a high correlation between pass-through petitions and
economic cycles. The above figure compares the number of capital improvement petition
requests filed in the twelve-year period before and after the 2001 formula change. According
to the staff person interviewed, the number of petitions rise and fall according to the business
cycles, in part because landlords are more willing and have access to capital during boom
periods.
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The average number of petitions filed is fairly consistent in the twelve years before and after
2001. Between FY 1988 and FY 2000, an average of 243 petitions were filed, which was
somewhat higher than the average number of petitions filed between FY 2002 and FY 2014,
at 2109.

Although the total number of petitions was similar, the total number of units associated with
the petitions was noticeably lower in the years following 2001. The table below shows that in
the twelve years before 2001, capital pass-through petitions affected an average of 1,979
units annually. After 2001, the number of affected units fell by 31 percent to an average of
1,364 units per year.





Figure 9: Number of Units Associated with Petitions for Capital Improvement Pass-
Through, San Francisco, FY 1988 - FY 2014
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Il Year capital improvement formula changed

This means that the average building size requesting capital improvement pass-through
petitions decreased from 8.1 units to 6.3 units in the twelve-year time period before and after
the formula change. Interestingly, the average building size of 6.3 units after the formula
change still puts the average above the 6-unit threshold, where only 50 percent of the
improvement costs can be passed onto tenants. This suggests that although there may have
been some shift towards smaller building owners applying for the pass-through, the formula
change did not completely deter large building owners from applying for the pass-through,
despite the reduced recovery allowance.

Outcomes
Based on the above data and comments from Rent Board staff, San Francisco’s case study
illustrates the following lessons:

e Using a cost approach for calculating the capital improvement pass-through is a
straightforward alternative to the NOI method employed by West Hollywood. This
approach provides a predictable formula for landlords and guarantees at least a partial
recovery of improvements costs, without considering whether a landlord needs the pass-
through to earn a fair return.

o Landlords claim that the primary incentive for undertaking building upgrades is because
they need to or want to make the improvements, or are required to do so by a City
ordinance. According to San Francisco staff interviewed for this study, rent increases are
not the primary drivers for undertaking capital improvements.
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The two primary reasons that the Rent Board cites for the low number of capital pass-
through requests is (1) Costa Hawkins permits landlords to earn a sufficient return so they
do not need to apply pass-through costs to tenants, and (2) owners do not apply because
they think the process is onerous. In Fiscal Year 2014-15, the Rent Board received only
343 petitions for rent increases, which translates into a small percentage of all the
improvement work undertaken in the City. However, with the recent passage of the
seismic ordinance, the Rent Board has begun to see an increase in capital improvements
related to seismic upgrades.

It is important to strike a policy balance between owners and tenants. Before 2001, when
the allowable recovery was 100 percent, tenants felt that they were unfairly paying for the
full cost of improvements. In a city comprised mostly of renters, tenants effectively pushed
back with Proposition H, which was more favorable to their interests. This highlights the
potential ballot box backlash if a policy is perceived to favor landlords, especially in a city
with a high proportion of renter households like West Hollywood.

With respect to the hardship exemption, San Francisco established a clear policy tied to
existing affordability definitions, which made it simple for the Rent Board to administer.
The City’s relocation payment requirement discourages landlords from relocating tenants,
unless a substantial rehabilitation is required. According to the Rent Board, most
landlords complete capital improvements within the 20-day period and with tenants in
place.
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Berkeley

Policy Background

Berkeley's capital improvement program is unique among the case study cities because
although the calculation is based on a cost recovery approach, Berkeley borrows heavily from
the principles in the net operating income method and limits the pass-through only to the
extent needed by the landlord to receive a fair return.

Berkeley applies the following principle to rent ceiling adjustments:

It is the intent of these regulations that individual upward adjustments in the rent
ceilings be made only when the landlord demonstrates that such adjustments are
necessary to provide the landlord with a fair return on investment under the Rent
Ordinance (Section 1261.C).

Berkeley's capital improvement pass-through formula has been modified several times.
According to a Rent Stabilization Board staff member interviewed for this study, Berkeley used
a net operating income approach when rent control was first adopted in 1980, and the
definition was fairly expansive, which led to many applications filed by landlords for small
repairs, and a substantial work load for the Rent Stabilization Board. Since then, Berkeley has
modified its formula and drawn a narrower definition for what qualifies for a capital
improvement pass-through. Interestingly, Berkeley is the only city among the case study cities
that considers the impact of Costa Hawkins in its calculation.

Policy Structure and Specifics

Capital Improvement Definition

In Berkeley, a capital improvement “materially adds to the value of the property, appreciably
prolongs its useful life or adapts it to new use and has a useful life of more than one year and
a direct cost of $200 or more per unit affected, or $1,500, whichever is less.” This definition is
fairly broad with a low cost threshold. In order to narrow the definition and encourage certain
improvements, such as seismic safety, energy efficiency, and those that primarily benefit the
tenant, the City modified its policy so that in addition to the above definition, a capital
improvement must:

(1) bring the unit into compliance with applicable new code requirements, or
(2) improve seismic safety or increase energy efficiency, or

(3) be provided by the landlord in good faith to primarily benefit the tenant, or
(4) qualify as one of the following major long-term repairs:

a. new roof
b. significant upgrade of the foundation
c. new plumbing, electrical, or heating system
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d. exterior painting or siding
e. repairs pursuant to a Termite Report, subject to a minimum cost threshold

This definition narrowly limits what can be considered for pass-through. Berkeley prohibits
pass-throughs for costs related to property damage and deterioration resulting from an
unreasonable delay in undertaking repairs or improvements in order to deter substantial
deferred maintenance. Expenses related to routine maintenance are also not permitted.

Pass-Through Formula for Capital Improvements

Berkeley’s cost recovery formula is based on actual improvement costs, and 100 percent of
the costs are eligible for pass-through to tenants. The table below summarizes the
amortization periods associated with different improvements.

Table 13: Capital Improvement Pass-Through Eligible
Costs, Berkeley, 2015

All buildings subject to the Rent Stabilization

Ordinance
Percent cost recovery 100%
Amortization Straight-line

10-Year

Exterior painting or siding

12.25 Years
Capital improvements that bring the unit into

compliance with applicable new codes, improve
Amortization Period for energy efficiency or seismic safety, or primarily

Eligible Costs benefits the tenant, like a skilliht.

Major repairs, which includes new roof,
significant foundation upgrade, new plumbing,
electrical, or heating system, termite repair if cost
exceeds $6,000 or $1,000 per unit

Sources: Berkeley Rent Stabilization Board; BAE, 2015.

Soft Costs

Landlords who make capital improvements are entitled to recover interest costs, irrespective
of whether the work is financed with debt or equity. An imputed 7.5 percent interest rate is
applied to all costs.

Allowable Rent Increase

Berkeley combines the amortization and interest schedules into a simple formula, expressed
as follows:

e Capital improvements are eligible for a monthly increase of 1.042% of the cost

e Exterior painting and siding are eligible for a monthly increase of 1.187% of the cost

e Other major repairs are eligible for a monthly increase of 0.927% of the cost

These monthly increases are then divided by the total number of units.
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Costa Hawkins - Limitations on Rent Increases

Berkeley's capital improvement pass-through formula is unique because it considers the
impact of rent increases following a vacancy. Before the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act,
rent increases following a vacancy were capped at a percent set by the Berkeley Rent Board,
so effectively, there was a “lid” on all permissible rent increases. Costa-Hawkins changed the
rule so the rent charged after a vacancy was no longer regulated, which allowed landlords to
charge up to market and earn higher returns if there was turnover. The difference between
the old rent and the new market rent can be significant, especially in strong housing markets.
Like San Francisco, a new tenant in Berkeley cannot be charged for a capital improvement
completed before the tenancy began because the landlord was free to set a new market rent
at the time the unit was vacant.

Berkeley discounts the permitted pass-through if there were rent increases from vacancies in
years preceding the capital improvement petition that allows the landlord to cover the
amortized improvement cost. For example, assume that a landlord spends $15,000 to
replace a roof. Applying the 0.927% increase factor, this would translate into a monthly cost
of $139.05 to be distributed among the building’s units. The City would then review the rent
increases following vacancies after 1999. Assume Unit 1 had a vacancy increase of $50, Unit
B had a vacancy increase of $100, and Unit 3 had a vacancy increase of $25. The total
increase is $175 per month, which exceeds the estimate pass-thru of $139.05. In this case,
no pass-thru would be permitted.

Berkeley presumes that the new rent set after a vacancy provides the landlords with a fair
return on improvements that were completed or reasonably anticipated. The legal rationale is
that rent adjustments “are intended to provide a fair return on capital expenditures for
improvements to rental units that have had their rent ceilings continuously controlled under
the Rent Ordinance.” To the extent that vacancy increases post Costa-Hawkins “result in rent
ceilings that exceed the return that would be obtained from rent ceilings that were
continuously controlled, rent adjustments...may not be necessary in order to obtain a fair
return on capital expenditures at the property.”

Rent Increase Cap

If a capital improvement pass-through is permitted, after accounting for vacancy increases,
there are caps to the monthly increase in order to prevent excessive rent increases to tenants.
The current limit is approximately $100 per month or 15 percent of base rent up to a
maximum limit. These figures are increased annually by the Consumer Price Index.

If the permitted capital improvement pass-through exceeds the cap, then the increase is
phased-in until the full pass-through is reached. Like San Francisco, there is an annual cap in
terms of how much rent can increase per year, but no cap on the total amount of the increase.

Hardship Exemptions
Low-income tenants may qualify for a gradual phase-in of rent increases, including;:
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e Tenants over the age of 62 with household income less than 30 percent of the area
median income adjusted for household size or income is less than 150 percent of the total
SSI payment, and

e Tenants receiving general assistance pursuant to California Welfare & Institutions Code
sections 17000 et seq., Aid to Families with Dependent Children or any successor
program, Supplemental Security Income or Social Security Disability Insurance.

A tenant must file a request to phase-in the increase within 20 days after receiving a Notice of
Right to Object from the Rent Board. Hardship exemptions are only granted at the time the
petition is requested by the landlord, and unlike in San Francisco, cannot be granted after a
determination has been issued, even if circumstances change for the tenant.

Relocation Assistance

The amount of relocation assistance depends on the duration of displacement. As of 2015, if
the period is less than one month, the tenant is entitled to a per diem payment of $120 per
day for a single person household, with an extra $15 added for each additional occupant. In
addition, tenants may qualify for reimbursements for boarding costs for dogs or cats of $20
per day for cats and $50 per day for dogs if the pets are lawfully permitted through written
agreement and the tenant is unable to keep them in temporary housing.

If the displacement is greater than one month, the tenant is entitled to (1) a one-time
payment of $400 to defray incidental expenses, (2) the actual costs for moving and storage,
and (3) the difference in rent between the temporary and current unit for the displacement
period but not more than three months.

Tenants who are given a notice to vacate so that the owner can perform substantial repairs
have the right to re-occupy once the repairs are completed. In other cities, substantial
rehabilitation is often a just cause for eviction, although this is not the case in West Hollywood

Application Process and Administration

Administrative Review

Landlords seeking to pass through the costs of capital improvements must submit a rent
increase petition to the Rent Board, supporting documentation, and proof of service showing
that each affected rental unit has been sent a complete copy of the petition.

The petition is reviewed for completeness, and once accepted; Rent Board staff mail all
tenants a Notice of Right to Object, which provides detailed information on the grounds for
objection. Tenants have 30 days from the mailing date to file an objection. Within 30 days of
the termination of the objection period, the Board issues a decision based on the supporting
documentation or schedules a hearing.
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If a hearing date is scheduled, all parties are notified of the date and location. The hearing is
conducted by a hearing examiner, who examines the records, documents, and testimony. The
hearing examiner considers all relevant factors and issues findings as to whether the
proposed rent increase is justified. The decision is final unless the landlord appeals the
hearing examiner’s decision to the Board.

Tenant Notifications

A 30-day notice is required if the combination of the annual rent increase and the capital
improvement increase is less than 10 percent. A 60-day notice is required if the combination
of increases exceeds 10 percent.

Landlord Petitions

The graph below shows the total number of landlord petitions filed with the Berkeley Rent
Board between 1995 and 2014. Capital improvement petitions are a subset of landlord
petitions, and Berkeley does not separately track capital pass-through requests. Between
1995 and 1998, petitions averaged 224 per year. After 1999 when Costa Hawkins was fully
implemented, the number of petitions dropped drastically, and have remained consistently low
compared to the pre-Costa Hawkins period. Between 1999 and 2014, the Rent Board
received an average of 43 landlord petitions per year. In 2015, the City provided a count of
capital improvement petitions, which have totaled 9 for the year to date (through November,
2015). Like San Francisco, Berkeley reported a slight increase in petitions due to seismic
upgrades, following a seismic ordinance passed by the City to retrofit soft-story residential
buildings.

Figure 10: Landlord Petitions, Berkeley, 1995-2014
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Impact of Vacancy Decontrol on Berkeley’s Rent Stabilized Housing

In 2013, the City of Berkeley published a study analyzing the impact of vacancy decontrol on
the city’s rent stabilized housing stock. Data was presented on turnover, impact on net
operating income, and whether higher rents were being invested back into building
improvements. Below is a summary of the findings. See Appendix C for graphs.

e Between 1999 and 2011, 85 percent of Berkeley’s rent stabilized housing units had
turned over at least once.

e The median market rents rose faster than inflation after vacancy decontrol. Appendix C
compares the median rent in Berkeley after Costa-Hawkins passed in 1995 to the median
rent had rents continued to increase based on the annual adjustment. Since 1978,
Berkeley’s rent stabilization ordinance has allowed annual increases that roughly tracked
the rate of inflation. After 1995, market rents escalated much faster than inflation,
reflecting the strong demand for housing in the city and the region.

e In 2012, about 16,000 units were occupied by tenants who moved in after vacancy
decontrol, and were paying a rent closer to the market rent. Only 3,000 units were
occupied by tenants who had moved in before 1999.

o Net operating income, when compared to operating expenses, was higher in the East Bay
than other metropolitan areas. This suggests that vacancy decontrol, when permitted in
an area with high housing demand, results in a windfall to landlords who are able to
charge market rents following vacancies.

o After 1995, there was an increase in renovation activity, and the average building permit
valuation per unit increased from $91 per unit to $131 before and after 1995 on an
inflation-adjusted basis.

e However, comparing the annual permit value per unit to the average increase in rents,
which rose by $6,408 between 1995 and 2012, only two percent of the increased rent
($131 divided by $6,408) was being reinvested in permits for renovations. Even if the
permit valuation underestimates the actual improvement cost, only a small fraction of the
increased rental income is being invested back into the buildings.

Outcomes

This case study lends credence to Berkeley's policy for discounting the capital improvement
pass-through if rent increases have occurred following Costa-Hawkins. Berkeley’s policy is
centered on the concept that rent adjustments are intended to provide a fair return on capital
expenditures for units that have had their rent ceilings continuously controlled under the Rent
Ordinance. When units return to market following vacancies, landlords can reset the rent
under unregulated market conditions, and that price should reflect reasonable expectations
about expenditures. In a tight housing market, the price tenants are willing to pay will likely
exceed expenditures and present an opportunity for landlords to reap greater profitability.

Berkeley’s policy goal is to limit pass-through increases to the extent needed by the landlord to
receive a fair return. The blended approach used for capital cost recovery meets the City’s
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goal, according to staff interviewed. Berkeley combines the cost recovery formula with
principles from the NOI approach. Before landlords are permitted additional rent increases,
Berkeley means-tests the cost recovery formula by comparing the permitted pass through
using the cost recovery method against the prior rent increases following vacancies. If the
landlord has already been collecting rent sufficient to cover the amortized value of the capital
improvements, then the City does not grant a rent increase to allow the landlord to continue
earning an equivalent return. It is assumed the landlord is already earning a fair return.
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Los Angeles
Policy Background

Los Angeles employs a cost recovery formula to determine the capital pass-through, similar to
San Francisco. Los Angeles’ program is distinct because it has three tiers that qualify for pass-
through, including capital improvements, major systems modifications, and work related to
government orders or natural disasters. For each category, the City applies different
assumptions to the recovery formula. For example, capital improvements are eligible only for
a partial cost recovery and rent increases are temporary, while major system upgrades qualify
for full cost recovery and permanent rent increases.

The City has amended its program multiple times since it was first enacted. The original
ordinance included pass-through provisions for capital improvements and work arising from
code violations and natural disasters. The major systems pass-through option is a more
recent addition from 2005.

In 2005, the City amended its ordinance to encourage landlords to invest in substantial
modifications of major building systems. Before then, major system upgrades were limited a
50 percent cost recovery, and the City wanted to encourage owner investments while
simultaneously safeguarding tenants against displacement. The 2005 amendment removed
major rehabilitation as a just cause for eviction, allowed owners to recoup 100 percent of
substantial rehabilitation costs through rent adjustments, and created a permanent pass-
through option for landlords. However, changing the formula did not lead to a significant
increase in the number of requests for pass-through.

Tenant displacement was a concern, so Los Angeles crafted special procedures intended to
mitigate impacts to tenants due to substantial rehabilitation. The 2005 amendment requires
for a landlord to apply for a Primary Renovation Work permit before a building permit. A
Tenant Habitability Plan (THP) must be submitted that specifies the scope and duration of
work, potential impacts, and mitigation measures. This process ensures that for substantial
rehabilitation projects, landlords are not placing tenants in uninhabitable conditions or
circumventing relocation requirements.

Policy Structure and Specifics

Capital Improvement and Major Rehabilitation Definitions
Los Angeles differentiates between capital improvements, and rehabilitation work.

A capital improvement, as defined by Los Angeles, is “the addition or replacement of
improvements to a rental unit or common areas of the housing complex, provided such new
improvement has a useful life of five years or more.”
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Capital Improvement includes:

- Carpeting, draperies, appliances, smoke detectors, children’s play equipment
permanently installed on the premises, stuccoing the outside of a building, air
conditioning, security gates, fencing, and roofing.

- The Capital Improvement definition is fairly broad and covers small, low-cost
improvements like mini-blinds to costlier investments like swimming pools.

Rehabilitation work, as defined by Los Angeles is divided into two types: Primary Renovation
Work, which requires a Tenant Habitability Plan (THP), and Rehabilitation Work that does not
require a THP.

Primary Rehabilitation Work includes:
- Replacement or substantial modification of major building systems, such as structural,
electrical, plumbing, or mechanical systems, and elevators,
- Reinforcement of the building structure that requires a building permit, and
- Abatement of hazardous materials, such as lead-based paint and asbestos, in
accordance with applicable federal, state, and local laws.

Rehabilitation Work includes:

- Work done in order to comply with an order issued by the Department of Building and
Safety, the Health Department, or the Fire Department due to changes in the housing
code since January 1, 1979, or to repair damage resulting from fire, earthquake or
other natural disaster.

Although seismic improvements technically meet these criteria, the City is crafting a separate
policy to address seismic retrofits, following intense lobbying by tenant groups after the City
passed its seismic retrofit ordinance.

Pass-Through Formula

The pass-thru formula varies depending on whether the improvement is considered a capital
improvement or a rehabilitation project. Like San Francisco, Los Angeles only permits a partial
cost recovery for capital improvement costs. Prior to 1989, landlords were allowed to pass
through 100 percent of capital improvement costs to tenants. The provision was changed in
1989 to limit the pass through to 50 percent of the approved capital improvement cost. For
Primary Renovation Work and Rehabilitation Work, 100 percent of the costs can be passed
through to tenants.

The following criteria are applied to determine if costs are eligible for pass-through:
- The improvement must primarily benefit the tenant rather than the landlord.
- The improvement must have a life expectancy of five years or more.
- Normal routine maintenance is not a capital improvement.
- The improvement must be permanently fixed in place or relatively immobile.
- The application must be submitted within twelve months of the completion of work.
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Table 14: Capital Improvement Pass-Through Eligible Costs, Los Angeles, 2015

Capital improvement Rehabilitation Work Primary Renovation Work

Replacement or substantial

modification of structural, electrical,

Improvements with useful]  Any repair work to comply| plumbing, or mechanical system, or

life of five years or more that| with government order or to| abatement of lead-based paint and

primarily benefit the tenant repair damage resulting| asbestos, rehabilitation. Interest and

and is not routine| from a fire, earthquake, or|  tenant relocation costs eligible for

Definition maintenance natural disaster pass-through.

Percent cost recovery 50% 100% 100%

Amortization Straight-line Straight-line Straight-line

Amortization period 5-years 5-years 15-years
Permanent or

temporary pass-thru Temporary, Temporary Permanent

Maximum Cap on $75 per month or 10% of 10% of the base rent, imposed in

Tenant Rent $55 per month base rent, which is less|two equal increments over two years

Sources: Los Angeles Rent Stabilization Ordinance; BAE, 2015.

Compared to rehabilitation work, capital improvements are permitted a faster recovery
schedule of five years, which partly reflects the shorter-term nature of improvements that fit
this definition. The amortization period for Rehabilitation Work is also short, which gives
owners an opportunity to recover damages and recoup their investments quicker. For major
rehabilitation, the amortization period is more closely tied to the expected useful life of the
improvement.

Moreover, rent increases granted for Capital Improvements and Rehabilitation Work are
temporary, while rent increases for Primary Renovation Work are permanent. The rationale
was to use the permanent increase to entice landlords to make major investments.
Theoretically, if the rent increase is permanent, a landlord can recoup more than the total cost
of the improvement cost for rehabilitation.

Soft Costs
Interest is only imputed when an owner finances the improvements through a loan.

Primary Renovation Work is the only category for which soft costs are eligible for pass-through
in accordance with an accepted Tenant Habitability Plan. In addition, Los Angeles permits
landlords to pass-through temporary relocation costs associated with Primary Renovation Work
to the tenants. Relocation costs are not permitted for pass-through in other cities, so this is a
unique policy in Los Angeles.

Allowance Rent Increase
The maximum monthly pass-through varies for all three improvement types. Unlike San
Francisco and Berkeley, which cap the annual increase at five to ten percent of base rent but
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place no cap on the cumulative increase, Los Angeles caps the maximum pass-through at $55
per month for capital improvements, which can be collected for up to six years. The monthly
cap for Rehabilitation Work is $75, or 10 percent of base rent. If the calculated pass-through
exceeds these thresholds, then the landlord can collect the surcharge for a longer period until
the full amount of the pass-through is collected.

Timing of Rent Increase

No capital improvement increase can be given to a tenant on a fixed lease until either (a) the
lease expires or (b) the lease provides otherwise. In other cities, the landlord can pass-through
the increase as soon as the petition is granted, and sometimes, retroactively to the date the
petition is filed.

Pass-Through Calculation Example

The table on the following page illustrates how Los Angeles’ formula is applied to capital
improvements and rehabilitation projects. For a Capital Improvement project costing
$20,000, only 50 percent of the costs can be recouped, which translates into a $166 monthly
surcharge to be split among units in the building. Assuming a five-unit building, this translates
into $33 per month, well below the $55 maximum cap per month.

For Rehabilitation Work, while 100 percent of the cost can be recovered, the $75 monthly cap
effectively extends the length of time it takes for a landlord to recover costs. In the example
following, a $100,000 rehabilitation project would require a monthly surcharge of $1,667 to
be distributed among the units. Assuming a 6-unit building, this would translate into $278,
well above the $75 per unit per month cap. Los Angeles permits landlords to extend the
period of recapture until the full cost is recovered. In this case, it would take 19 years for the
owner to fully recapture costs.
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Table 15: Sample Calculation for Capital Pass-
Through, Los Angeles, 2015

Capital
Assumptions Improvement (a) Rehabilitation (b)
Improvement cost $20,000 $100,000
Allowable cost recovery % 50% 100%
Amortization period 5 5
Number of units 5 6
Calculation
Maximum recoverable cost $10,000 $100,000
Annual cost recovery $2,000 $20,000
Monthly cost recovery $167 $1,667
Monthly pass-through per unit $33 $278
Maximum Cap Test
Monthly pass-through
not to exceed $55 $75
Collectible pass-through/month $33 $75
Years to recover permitted cost 5 19

Notes:

(a) Small buildings are rental properties with five units or less.
(b) Large buildings are properties with six units or more.
Sources: BAE, 2015.

Hardship Exemption

Hardship exemptions are only granted for Primary Renovation Work and not for Capital
Improvements or Rehabilitation Work. Lower-income tenant households, defined as those
earning at or below 80 percent of Area Median Income, are not required to pay the Primary
Renovation pass-through if it exceeds ten percent of base rent, subject to approval by the City.
However, if the pass-through is less than ten percent, a lower-income tenant household may
be subject to a limited rent increase. Any subsequent rent increase arising from the annual
general adjustment shall be limited to the balance of the percentage increase available under
the ten percent cap. The hardship must be claimed at the time the tenant is notified by the
City about the pass-through.

Tenant Habitability Plan/Tenant Relocation

When the City amended the ordinance in 2005 to create a provision encouraging owners to
undertake major system upgrades, tenant displacement was a major concern expressed by
tenant groups, so the City implemented procedures aimed at mitigating impacts to tenants.

For Primary Renovation Work, when a landlord submits plans requesting a building permit for
major system improvements, the building department asks if the work will affect tenant
habitability. If the answer is yes, the landlord is required to acquire a Primary Renovation Work
permit from the Los Angeles Housing and Community Investment Department (HCIDLA) before
applying for a building permit. An owner must submit a Tenant Habitability Plan (THP) and
specify the scope and duration of work, potential impacts, and identify mitigation measures.
The Plan is reviewed by the HCIDLA within five days of receipt, and the owner is given 15 days
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to respond or appeal. Once the HCIDLA accepts the THP, the owner serves the THP and other
notifications to affected tenants. The owner must wait sixty days after notices have been
served to start construction.

The owner is responsible for paying all of the tenant’s temporary relocation costs, including
moving and hotel expenses. If the repairs are minor, the landlord can perform the work
without relocating the tenant so long as the tenant is not exposed to toxic substances. If the
work takes longer than 30 days, the temporary housing provided to the tenant must be
comparable in size, rooms, accessibility, and proximity to services and institutions as the unit
being renovated. During this period, the tenant must continue to pay rent. A tenant who fails
to cooperate with an approved Tenant Habitability Plan can be evicted on that ground.

Application Process and Administration

Administrative Review and Tenant Notifications

Landlords seeking to pass through the costs of capital improvements must file an application
with the LA Housing Department’s Rent Stabilization Division (“RSD”). Applications for rent
adjustments must be made within twelve months after the completion of the work.

Upon receipt of an adjustment application, the RSD notifies all tenants in the building by mail
of the receipt of the application, the amount of the requested rent increase, the landlord’s
justification for the request, and the tenant’s right to submit written objections within ten days.

Within 45 days of the receipt of a completed application, the RSD makes a determination.
Copies of the findings and determination are mailed to the applicant and all affected tenants.
The determination is final unless the applicant or tenants file a request for hearing within 15
days. Hearings are scheduled within 30 days. Final decisions are made by the hearing officer
within 45 days of the hearing. There is no administrative appeal of a Hearing Officer’s
decision, with the exception of denial of an application due to bad faith.

Economic Study of the Rent Stabilization Ordinance

In 2009, Los Angeles published a comprehensive report on the City’'s rent stabilization
ordinance.® The study included a comprehensive data analysis, focus group discussions, and
surveys to landlords and tenants aimed at assessing whether changes were needed to
improve the RSO. The capital improvement program was one of the topics covered in the
review. The following findings were presented in the study (see Appendix D for charts).

Los Angeles Rent Stabilization Study Outcomes

9 Retrieved December 10, 2015 from
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwiki_uvs7
JNAhUYO2MKHaEqCnQQFggeMAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fhcidla.lacity.org%2Fsystem%2Ffiles_force%2Fdocuments%
2FEconomic%2520Study%25200f%2520the%2520Rent%2520Stabilization%25202009.pdf%3Fdownload%3D1&
usg=AFQjCNHmyTps6_aVAfOniKGTVa8E9ZvJ9g
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Pass-Throughs Not Used. Between 2003 and 2008, few owners applied for capital
improvement pass-throughs. Administrative records show only 1.3 percent of RSO
owners applied to pass through capital improvements to their tenants.

o Owners of 40 or more units were the most likely group to have applied.
Need for Better Outreach. Lack of knowledge about the capital improvement program
was the number one reason why owners had not applied for the program (56 percent).
However, many owners admit to not inquiring about the program until they were
interested or ready to initiate capital improvements. Therefore, enhancing awareness
through educational programs may not be effective at increasing pass-through
requests, especially if landlords are not planning improvements.
Other Issues. Other reasons cited include tenants cannot afford it (19%), too much
paperwork (14%), no capital improvements (13%), 50 percent pass-through is
insufficient (12%), and other (9%).
Most Capitol Improvement Claims Small. Between 2003 and 2008, approximately 60
percent of capital improvement claims were for project costs below $20,000. Another
20 percent of projects ranged from $20,000 to $40,000 in improvement value, and
the remaining 20 percent of projects costed more than $40,000.
Most Common Improvements. The most frequent capital improvement requests were
related to roofing, exterior painting, copper piping, and windows, which accounted for
45 percent of all capital improvement requests.
Most Requests Approved. A high percentage of petitions that were submitted were
approved. Between 2003 and 2008, 87 percent of applications were approved, with
approximately half for a reduced amount and the other half for the full amount
claimed.
Average Monthly Per Unit Cost $19. LAHD data for approved capital improvement
petitions show that the average monthly surcharge was $19 per unit.
Requests Decreased When Program Changed from 100% to 50%. The figure on the
following page shows the number of capital improvement pass-through applications
between 1985 and 2007. This exhibit was presented in the City’s 2009 study to
illustrate the impacts of reducing the cost recovery formula from 100 percent to 50
percent in 1989. The number of capital improvement requests declined substantially
after the formula was changed, and the report recommended for the City to increase
the cost recovery formula up to 75 percent.

However, what the report did not note was that 1989 was pre-Costa Hawkins, and
landlords were not fully able to decontrol rents. Thus, limiting the cost recovery
percentage would have a significant impact, especially if landlords were unable to
raise rents up to market following a vacancy.

Looking at the number of cases after 1999, the year vacancy decontrol took effect,
shows that the number of capital improvement cases appears to have increased
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somewhat compared to the 1990s, which may be due in part to owners collecting
higher income post-Costa Hawkins.

Figure 11: Capital Improvement Pass-through Applications Approved, 1985-
2007
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Again, as was observed in San Francisco, the number of petitions seems to fluctuate
with economic cycles, with more capital improvement petition in stronger years (e.g.
2004-2007) compared to weaker economic periods (e.g. early 1990s).

City staff interviewed for this study suggested one reason why there are so few capital
improvement petitions is because landlords feel the application process is too
cumbersome, especially for owners of smaller buildings who are less savvy than large
property owners, who employ property management firms. This is despite the fact the
City offers counseling and educational programs.

The 2009 study reported that the Primary Renovation Program was “smaller, more
paperwork-intensive, and the less used program”. At the time of study, only three
years had elapsed since the program was adopted. Focus group and survey
comments indicate the reason why few owners applied was because of the
complicated application process. The major bottleneck reportedly was the Tenant
Habitability Plan. The study recommended simplifying this process by developing clear
standards when construction work would require a tenant habitability plan. Another
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recommendation was to hold a single review for all tenants affected by an application,
rather than managing each tenant case separately.

Appendix A-1: Household Composition by Tenure, 2000-2013

Renter Occupied Units

West Hollywood Los Angeles Los Angeles County

HH Composition 2000 2013 2000 2013 2000 2013
Non-Family Households 14,035 14,090 339,524 382,762 643,200 704,065
Single Person 11,076 10,834 257,256 285,397 492,223 535,139
2+ Persons 2,959 3,256 82,268 97,365 150,977 168,926
Family Households 4,097 3,192 443,998 441,835 990,880 1,011,220
Married Couple 3,059 1,938 258,896 233,646 584,262 550,290
Other Family 1,038 1,254 185,102 208,189 406,618 460,930
Total 18,132 17,282 783,522 824,597 1,634,080 1,715,285
Non-Family Households 77.4% 81.5% 43.3% 46.4% 39.4% 41.0%
Single Person 61.1% 62.7% 32.8% 34.6% 30.1% 31.2%
2+ Persons 16.3% 18.8% 10.5% 11.8% 9.2% 9.8%
Family Households 22.6% 18.5% 56.7% 53.6% 60.6% 59.0%
Married Couple 16.9% 11.2% 33.0% 28.3% 35.8% 32.1%
Other Family 5.7% 7.3% 23.6% 25.2% 24.9% 26.9%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

West Hollywood Los Angeles Los Angeles County

HH Composition 2000 2013 2000 2013 2000 2013
Non-Family Households 3,849 3,671 132,172 138,662 643,200 355,687
Single Person 2,914 2,593 105,986 111,398 492,223 292,212
2+ Persons 935 1,078 26,186 27,264 150,977 63,475
Family Households 519 1,027 205,882 357,701 990,880 1,159,411
Married Couple 237 787 130,777 272,733 584,262 895,269
Other Family 282 240 75,105 84,968 406,618 264,142
Total 4,368 4,698 338,054 496,363 1,634,080 1,515,098
Non-Family Households 88.1% 78.1% 39.1% 27.9% 39.4% 23.5%
Single Person 66.7% 55.2% 31.4% 22.4% 30.1% 19.3%
2+ Persons 21.4% 22.9% 7.7% 5.5% 9.2% 4.2%
Family Households 11.9% 21.9% 60.9% 72.1% 60.6% 76.5%
Married Couple 5.4% 16.8% 38.7% 54.9% 35.8% 59.1%
Other Family 6.5% 5.1% 22.2% 17.1% 24.9% 17.4%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Notes:

The American Community Survey (ACS) publishes demographic estimates based on statistical sampling conducted
continuously between 2009 and 2013.

Sources: US Census, 2000, ACS, 2009-2013; BAE, 2015.
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Appendix A-2: Household Income by Age, 2013

West Hollywood

City of Los Angeles

Los Angeles County

Household Income Number Percent Number Percent Number  Percent
Householder under 25 years 789 3.6% 57,740 4.4% 106,744 3.3%
Less than $15,000 185 0.8% 19,100 1.4% 30,686 0.9%
$15,000-$24,999 91 0.4% 8,238 0.6% 16,117 0.5%
$25,000-$34,999 115 0.5% 7,297 0.6% 13,986 0.4%
$35,000-$49,999 132 0.6% 8,750 0.7% 16,248 0.5%
$50,000-$74,999 163 0.7% 7,603 0.6% 15,724 0.5%
$75,000-$99,999 12 0.1% 3,257 0.2% 7,090 0.2%
$100,000-$149,999 37 0.2% 2,498 0.2% 4,963 0.2%
$150,000+ 54 0.2% 997 0.1% 1,930 0.1%
Householder 25 to 44 years 10,348 47.1% 541,728 41.0% 1,225,958 38.0%
Less than $15,000 795 3.6% 63,755 4.8% 120,494 3.7%
$15,000-$24,999 847 3.9% 60,634 4.6% 121,376 3.8%
$25,000-$34,999 911 4.1% 58,938 4.5% 123,616 3.8%
$35,000-$49,999 1,187 5.4% 74,386 5.6% 163,187 5.1%
$50,000-$74,999 2,038 9.3% 96,158 7.3% 226,213 7.0%
$75,000-$99,999 1,693 7.7% 61,954 4.7% 159,547 4.9%
$100,000-$149,999 1,257 5.7% 67,946 5.1% 173,401 5.4%
$150,000+ 1,620 7.4% 57,957 4.4% 138,124 4.3%
Householder 45 to 64 years 6,962 31.7% 484,121  36.6% 1,277,166 39.5%
Less than $15,000 1,246 5.7% 64,792 4.9% 130,819 4.0%
$15,000-$24,999 572 2.6% 48,099 3.6% 105,200 3.3%
$25,000-$34,999 682 3.1% 45,883 3.5% 104,917 3.2%
$35,000-$49,999 691 3.1% 60,785 4.6% 152,948 4.7%
$50,000-$74,999 775 3.5% 78,308 5.9% 214,991 6.7%
$75,000-$99,999 927 4.2% 55,106 4.2% 163,159 5.1%
$100,000-$149,999 852 3.9% 62,544 4.7% 200,692 6.2%
$150,000+ 1,217 5.5% 68,604 5.2% 204,440 6.3%
Householder 65 years and ov 3,881 17.7% 237,371  18.0% 620,515 19.2%
Less than $15,000 1,372 6.2% 53,286 4.0% 117,351 3.6%
$15,000-$24,999 657 3.0% 38,331 2.9% 98,427 3.0%
$25,000-$34,999 502 2.3% 24,695 1.9% 67,662 2.1%
$35,000-$49,999 371 1.7% 28,657 2.2% 78,473 2.4%
$50,000-$74,999 409 1.9% 30,719 2.3% 88,441 2.7%
$75,000-$99,999 65 0.3% 19,259 1.5% 55,085 1.7%
$100,000-$149,999 333 1.5% 20,273 1.5% 58,762 1.8%
$150,000+ 172 0.8% 22,151 1.7% 56,314 1.7%
Total 21,980 100.0% 1,320,960 100.0% 3,230,383  100.0%
Notes:

The American Community Survey (ACS) publishes demographic estimates based on statistical
sampling conducted continuously between 2009 and 2013.
Sources: ACS, 2009-2013; BAE, 2015.
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Appendix A-3: Renter Housing Affordability by Household Type, West Hollywood,
2008-2012

Renter Households

Elderly Small Large

1&2 Related Related All
Member (2to4 (5or more Elderly Other Total
Households Members) Members) Non-Family Households Renters
Household Income <=50% MFI 580 460 34 2,100 3,365 6,535
Household Income <=30% MFI 405 210 30 1,655 1,690 3,985
% with any housing problems 75.3% 90.5% 100.0% 76.1% 80.2% 78.8%
% Cost Burden >30% 75.3% 92.9% 0.0% 76.1% 80.2% 78.2%
% Cost Burden >50% 46.9% 88.1% 0.0% 46.5% 75.4% 60.7%
6. Household Income >30% to <=50% MFI 175 250 4 445 1,675 2,550
% with any housing problems 42.9% 96.0% 100.0% 88.8% 87.8% 85.6%
% Cost Burden >30% 42.9% 96.0% 100.0% 80.9% 87.8% 84.3%
% Cost Burden >50% 8.6% 46.0% 0.0% 27.0% 74.0% 58.4%
10. Household Income >50 to <=80% MFI 40 370 - 330 2,310 3,050
% with any housing problems 37.5% 74.3% N/A 77.3% 81.6% 79.7%
% Cost Burden >30% 37.5% 74.3% N/A 72.7% 80.3% 78.2%
% Cost Burden >50% 37.5% 4.1% N/A 12.1% 26.8% 22.6%
14. Household Income >80% MFI 180 1,390 45 460 6,065 8,135
% with any housing problems 8.3% 25.2% 100.0% 21.7% 19.0% 20.4%
% Cost Burden >30% 8.3% 19.4% 0.0% 17.4% 16.0% 16.4%
% Cost Burden >50% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.8% 0.6%
18. Total Households 800 2,220 79 2,890 11,740 17,720
% with any housing problems 51.3% 47.5% 100.0% 69.6% 49.9% 53.1%
% Cost Burden >30% 51.3% 44.1% 5.1% 67.1% 48.1% 50.7%
% Cost Burden >50% 27.5% 14.2% 0.0% 32.2% 27.1% 26.2%

Definitions:

Any housing problems: cost burden greater than 30% of income and/or overcrowding and/or without complete kitchen or plumbing
facilities. Cost burden is the fraction of a household's total gross income spent on housing costs.

Household types:

Elderly family (2 related persons, with either or both age 62 or over)

Small family (2 related persons, neither person 62 years or over, or 3 or 4 related persons)

Large family (5 or more related persons)

Elderly non-family

Other household type (non-elderly non-family)

Totals may not add due to independent rounding.

Sources: HUD, CHAS special tabulations from American Community Survey 2008-2012; BAE, 2015
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Appendix A-4: Renter Housing Affordability by Household Type, West Hollywood,
2008-2012 (continued)

Renter Households

Elderly Small Large
1&2 Related Related All
Member (2to4 (5o0r more Elderly Other Total
Households Members) Members) Non-Family Households Renters
1. Household Income <=50% MFI 580 460 34 2,100 3,365 6,535
2. Household Income <=30% MFI 405 210 30 1,655 1,690 3,985
3. % with any housing problems 305 190 30 1,260 1,355 3,140
4. % Cost Burden >30% 305 195 0 1,260 1,355 3,115
5. % Cost Burden >50% 190 185 0 770 1,275 2,420
6. Household Income >30% to <=50% MFI 175 250 4 445 1,675 2,550
7. % with any housing problems 75 240 4 395 1,470 2,184
8. % Cost Burden >30% 75 240 4 360 1,470 2,149
9. % Cost Burden >50% 15 115 0 120 1,240 1,490
10. Household Income >50% to <=80% MFI 40 370 0 330 2,310 3,050
11. % with any housing problems 15 275 0 255 1,885 2,430
12.% Cost Burden >30% 15 275 0 240 1,855 2,385
13. % Cost Burden >50% 15 15 0 40 620 690
14. Household Income >80% MFI 180 1,390 45 460 6,065 8,135
15. % with any housing problems 15 350 45 100 1,150 1,660
16.% Cost Burden >30% 15 270 0 80 970 1,335
17. % Cost Burden >50% 0 0 0 0 50 50
18. Total Households 800 2,220 79 2,890 11,740 17,720
19. % with any housing problems 410 1,055 79 2,010 5,860 9,414
20. % Cost Burden >30 410 980 4 1,940 5,650 8,984
21. % Cost Burden >50 220 315 0 930 3,185 4,650
Definitions:

Any housing problems: cost burden greater than 30% of income and/or overcrowding and/or without complete kitchen or plumbing
facilities. Cost burden is the fraction of a household's total gross income spent on housing costs.

Household types:

Elderly family (2 related persons, with either or both age 62 or over)

Small family (2 related persons, neither person 62 years or over, or 3 or 4 related persons)

Large family (5 or more related persons)

Elderly non-family

Other household type (non-elderly non-family)

Totals may not add due to independent rounding.

Sources: HUD, CHAS special tabulations from American Community Survey 2008-2012; BAE, 2015
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Appendix B-1: Housing Stock, 2000-2013

West Hollywood

Type of Residence 2000 2013 % Change
Number  Percent Number  Percent 2000-2013
Single Family Units 2,495 10.3% 2,288 9.5% -8.3%
Detached 1,813 7.5% 1,867 7.8% 3.0%
Attached 682 2.8% 421 1.8% -38.3%
Multifamily Units 21,615 89.7% 21,718 90.3% 0.5%
2-4 Units 1,836 7.6% 2,109 8.8% 14.9%
5-19 Units 10,490 43.5% 9,858 41.0% -6.0%
20-49 Units 5,556 23.0% 6,245 26.0% 12.4%
50+ 3,733 15.5% 3,506 14.6% -6.1%
Mobile Home (a) - 0.0% 33 0.1% N/A
Total 24,110 100.0% 24,039 100.0% -0.3%
City of Los Angeles
Type of Residence 2000 2013 % Change
Number  Percent Number Percent  2000-2013
Single Family Units 612,563 45.8% 636,818 44.8% 4.0%
Detached 524,787 39.2% 551,349 38.8% 5.1%
Attached 87,776 6.6% 85,469 6.0% -2.6%
Multifamily Units 716,023 53.5% 775,947 54.6% 8.4%
2-4 Units 129,067 9.6% 122,753 8.6% -4.9%
5-19 Units 264,897 19.8% 266,251 18.7% 0.5%
20-49 Units 171,633 12.8% 192,106 13.5% 11.9%
50+ 150,426 11.2% 194,837 13.7% 29.5%
Mobile Home (a) 9,082 0.7% 9,603 0.7% N/A
Total 1,337,668 100.0% 1,422,368 100.0% 6.3%
Los Angeles County
2000 2013 % Change
Type of Residence Number  Percent Number  Percent  2000-2013
Single Family Units 1,835,087 56.1% 1,942,160 56.2% 5.8%
Detached 1,593,516 48.7% 1,716,738 49.7% 7.7%
Attached 241,571 7.4% 225,422 6.5% -6.7%
Multifamily Units 1,379,201 42.2% 1,455,760 42.2% 5.6%
2-4 Units 287,524 8.8% 278,371 8.1% -3.2%
5-19 Units 532,441 16.3% 539,917 15.6% 1.4%
20-49 Units 289,352 8.8% 312,143 9.0% 7.9%
50+ 269,884 8.3% 325,329 9.4% 20.5%
Mobile Home (a) 56,621 1.7% 54,981 1.6% N/A
Total 3,270,909 100.0% 3,452,901 100.0% 5.6%

Notes:

The American Community Survey (ACS) publishes demographic estimates based on
statistical sampling conducted continuously between 2009 and 2013.
(a) Includes standard mobile homes and boats, RVs, vans, and other vehicles that serve as

a primary residence.

Sources: US Census, 2000; ACS, 2009-2013; BAE, 2015.
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Appendix C-1: Median Market Rent Compared to Regulated Rent before

Vacancy Decontrol, Berkeley, 1979-2012
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Source: Rent Stabilization and the Berkeley Rental Housing Market 15 Years after Vacancy Decontrol, Berkeley
Rent Stabilization Board, 2013.
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Appendix C-2: Net Operating Income Compared to Operating Expenses, 2011
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Source: Rent Stabilization and the Berkeley Rental Housing Market 15 Years after Vacancy Decontrol, Berkeley Rent
Stabilization Board, 2013.
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Appendix D: Tables from Los Angeles Case
Study

Appendix D-1: Dollar Value of Capital Improvement Claims, 2003-2008
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Source: Economic Study of the Rent Stabilization Ordinance, City of Los Angeles Housing Department, 2009
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