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Tenant Protections Focus Group 
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Tenant 
Protections 
Focus Group
AUGUST 2018

Agenda

Introductions

Background & Purpose

Process

Case Studies

Small Group Discussion

Break

Large Group Exercise

Introductions

• Centro CHA
• DisABLED Professionals 

Association
• Filipino Migrant Center
• Housing Long Beach
• Khmer Girls in Action
• Latinos in Action
• Legal Aid Foundation
• Long Beach City 

College
• Long Beach Forward
• Long Beach Gray 

Panthers 

• Long Beach Interfaith 
Community 
Organization (ICO)

• Long Beach Residents 
Empowered (LiBRE)

• The LGBTQ Center 
Long Beach

• United Cambodian 
Community

Focus Group Invitees 

Background & Purpose

On January 16, 2018 the City Council directed staff 
to reach out to landlord and tenant 
representatives to:

• Gather feedback on potential tenant protection 
policies that could work for Long Beach

• Find common ground amongst different 
advocacy groups

Purpose: Identify potential opportunities for tenant 
protections in Long Beach to be considered by the 

City Council

Process

• Two Focus Groups meet separately

• Identify common ground for potential tenant 
protection policies

• Conduct a third focus group meeting

• Present draft findings to City Council

Purpose: Identify potential opportunities for tenant 
protections in Long Beach to be considered by the 

City Council

Background & Purpose

Today we are focused on:

• Relocation assistance (including seniors)
• Just cause termination of tenancy
• Anti-retaliation policies
• Source of income anti-discrimination
• Legal information or assistance
• Seniors-only rental assistance
• Enhanced notice provisions
• Right of first refusal
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Background & Purpose 

• You are representing a stakeholder group
• Everyone’s perspective has value
• Share in a constructive manner
• Everyone has an equal opportunity to participate
• Look for common ground

Process

Potential Guiding Principles for Future Policies

• Address housing problems impacting Long 
Beach

• Seek a balance between tenant protections and 
property owner investments

• Consider unintended consequences 

Case Studies

What have we explored so far?

• Originally surveyed 100 most populous cities in 
California

− 15 most populous cities (Long Beach #7) all have tenant 
protection policies or programs beyond state 
requirements, except Bakersfield (#9)

• Expanded research to include several less 
populous cities, some counties, and out-of-state 
cities 

Case Studies

Out of the 113 jurisdictions surveyed...
• 46 (41%) - no tenant protections above state law

• 25 (22%) – proactive unit inspection program

• 19 (17%) – tenant relocation assistance

• 17 (15%) – just cause for termination of tenancy policy

• 10 (9%) – anti-retaliation policy

• 6 (5%) – source of income anti-discrimination policy

• 5 (4%) – legal information or assistance

• 3 (3%) – enhanced notice provisions

• 2 (2%) – senior-only relocation assistance

• 1 (1%) – right of first refusal
Note: Some cities fall into several categories; Long Beach has the highlighted protections

Case Studies: Tenant Relocation Assistance

Tenant Relocation Assistance
Ordinances that require owners to make a relocation payment to eligible 
tenants who are displaced by demolition or conversion.

• California Health & Safety Code 17975-17975.10 requires owners to 
pay a relocation fee to renters ordered to vacate due to serious 
code violations 

• Long Beach Tenant Relocation Program (LBMC 21.60) requires 
owners to pay $3,941 lower income tenant households displaced 
due to demolition or condo conversion (or in Coastal Zone per state 
law)

− Additional payments for displaced households with seniors and/or 
people with disabilities in Coastal Zone

− Fee annually increased based on Consumer Price Index

− 18 months notice 

Case Studies: Tenant Relocation Assistance

Of the cities surveyed, 19 have adopted their own tenant 
relocation assistance policies for lower income renters

• Berkeley

• El Monte

• Fresno

• Glendale 

• Hawthorne 

• Long Beach

• Los Angeles 

• Newport Beach

• Oakland 

• Pasadena*

• Redding 

• Richmond 

• Riverside

• San Francisco

• San Jose 

• San Leandro 

• San Marcos

• Santa Monica 

• Ventura

*Pasadena includes moderate income renters
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Case Studies: Tenant Relocation Assistance

• Like Long Beach, many cities require additional 
financial assistance for tenants with qualifying age 
or disability status

• Some cities require relocation benefits to be paid if 
the tenant is being removed at no fault of their own

Case Studies: Senior Relocation Assistance

Senior Relocation Assistance 
Cities can require relocation assistance to be paid by an owner 
upon the termination of senior renter’s tenancy

• Long Beach owners in the Coastal Zone pay additional monies 
to qualifying displaced households with seniors and/or 
people with disabilities (up to $8,441; $3,941 base, $2,000 
extra, plus up to $2,500 for accessibility improvements)

Of the cities surveyed, 2 have senior-only programs

• Santa Monica: households with a member age 62 and over 
are eligible for up to $3,950 

• Ventura: senior mobile home renter relocation, amount 
determined on a case-by-case basis

Case Studies: Just Cause

Just Cause for Termination of Tenancy
A local policy that requires landlords to provide evidence prior to 
terminating tenancy.

• A city can adopt “just cause” requirements such as 
documenting:

− Breaking the lease

− Failure to pay rent or habitual tardiness

− Significant building rehabilitation

− Withdrawing the unit from the rental market under the Ellis Act

− Creation of a substantial nuisance

− Owner-occupancy or occupancy by a member of the landlord's 
immediate family

Case Studies: Just Cause

Of the cities surveyed, 17 have adopted just cause for 
termination of tenancy policies

• Alhambra

• Berkeley

• Carson

• Fremont

• Glendale

• Hayward

• Los Angeles

• Oakland

• Rialto

• Richmond

• San Diego

• San Francisco

• San Jose

• San Leandro

• Santa Monica

• Thousand Oaks

• Ventura

Case Studies: Anti-Retaliation

Anti-Retaliation Policies
State law protects tenants if they are evicted within 6 months of… 

− Complaining to the landlord or government about unsafe 
conditions 

− Repair and deduct remedy
− Filing a lawsuit or beginning arbitration over the condition of 

the unit
− Causing a public agency to inspect the unit

• Tenant needs to prove the termination was following a 
complaint (keep records)

• Court typically defers to state law and can award actual 
damages, punitive damages, and attorney’s fees to the 
prevailing party

Case Studies: Anti-Retaliation

Of the cities surveyed,10 have adopted local anti-
retaliation policies

• Beverly Hills

• Carson

• Concord

• Glendale

• Moreno Valley

• Oakland

• Pasadena

• Santa Monica

• Ventura

• West Hollywood
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Case Studies: Anti-Retaliation

• Some list types of retaliation and harassment

• Oakland, Santa Monica, and West Hollywood can 
take civil action at the discretion of the City 
Attorney

Case Studies: Income Anti-Discrimination

Source of Income Anti-Discrimination
Local ordinances protecting households who are seeking rental 
housing from discrimination based on their source of income, such as 
a government subsidy or housing voucher

• California state law bars discrimination based on source of 
income, but that does not cover housing vouchers

Of those surveyed, 6 cities address vouchers 

• Berkeley

• Corte Madera

• East Palo Alto

• Santa Monica 

• Pittsburgh, PA

• Woodland

• Marin County

• Santa Clara County

Case Studies: Legal

Legal Information or Assistance
Local regulations on legal information, assistance, or mediation

Of the cities surveyed, 5 have different programs

• Fremont: Rent Review Board offers mediation during tenant 
and landlord disputes for rent increases > 5% 

• Gardena: Owners must provide mediation and hearing 
procedure information to tenants

• San Leandro contracts with ECHO housing to provide housing 
rights and responsibilities information

• New York City, NY: Lower income tenants facing eviction can 
receive free legal assistance from the city (2017)

• Washington D.C: $4.5 million pilot program offering some 
lower income renters free legal counsel during eviction 
proceedings (2017)

Case Studies: Enhanced Notice Provisions

Enhanced Notice Provisions
Cities can require extended noticing for no-fault lease terminations to 
give tenants more time to prepare

Of the cities surveyed, 3 have enhanced notice 
provisions
• San Jose: 90 days for tenants of at least one year (notice 

extends to 120 days when the city declares a severe 
housing shortage)

• Portland, OR: 90 days before the effective dates

• Tacoma, WA: 90 days when due to demolition, substantial 
rehabilitation, or change of use

Case Studies: Right of First Refusal

Right of First Refusal
Tenant right of first refusal laws give tenants the right to first refusal 
when the building they live in is to be demolished or converted to a 
condominium. Right of first refusal policies can provide a path to 
homeownership and give households an opportunity to occupy 
affordable units in a replacement building.

Of the cities surveyed, 1 has an ordinance
• Washington D.C.: Tenant Opportunity to Purchase Act

− For a single unit, tenant has 30 days to respond

− 2 to 4 units, tenants have 15 days to respond jointly and 
an additional 7 days to respond individually

− 5 or more units, tenants respond jointly within 30 to 45 
days  

Small Group Discussion

Degrees of 
Consensus

On which 
protections 
does your 

group have 
the most 

consensus?
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Small Group Discussion – 30 mins.

Which, if any, new/enhanced tenant protections are 
needed in Long Beach, over and above State law?

• Tenant relocation assistance (including seniors)

− Priority waiting list for new affordable units (for 
previously displaced lower income tenants)

• Just cause for termination of tenancy

• Anti‐retaliation policies

• Source of income anti‐discrimination

• Legal information or assistance

• Enhanced notice provisions

• Right of first refusal

Small group 
presentations
then 
quick break 

Large Group Exercise

Which of these approaches to tenant protection do 
you think are the most appropriate or important for 
the future of Long Beach?

• Everyone gets 5 stickers, worth 1 to 5 points

• Place #5 on your highest priority 

• How does the large groups’ priorities add up? 

• Where do you appear to have the most common ground?

Thank you for 
participating 
in this focus 
group!

Our next step 
is to study 
your priorities 
and ideas!

Tenant 
Protections 
Focus Group
AUGUST 2018
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Tenant 
Protections 
Focus Group
AUGUST 2018

Agenda

Introductions

Background & Purpose

Process

Case Studies

Small Group Discussion

Break

Large Group Exercise

Introductions

• Apartment Association, 
California Southern 
Cities

• Apartment Owners 
Association

• Better Housing for Long 
Beach

• California Apartment 
Association

• Minority Property 
Owners Association

• Pacific West Realtors
• Small Property Owners 

Alliance of Southern 
California

• Spurr Management

Focus Group Invitees 

Background & Purpose

On January 16, 2018 the City Council directed staff 
to reach out to landlord and tenant 
representatives to:

• Gather feedback on potential tenant protection 
policies that could work for Long Beach

• Find common ground amongst different 
advocacy groups

Purpose: Identify potential opportunities for tenant 
protections in Long Beach to be considered by the 

City Council

Process

• Two Focus Groups meet separately

• Identify common ground for potential tenant 
protection policies

• Conduct a third focus group meeting

• Present draft findings to City Council

Purpose: Identify potential opportunities for tenant 
protections in Long Beach to be considered by the 

City Council

Background & Purpose

Today we are focused on:

• Relocation assistance (including seniors)
• Just cause termination of tenancy
• Anti-retaliation policies
• Source of income anti-discrimination
• Legal information or assistance
• Enhanced notice provisions
• Right of first refusal
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Background & Purpose 

• You are representing a stakeholder group
• Everyone’s perspective has value

• Share in a constructive manner

• Everyone has an equal opportunity to participate
• Look for common ground

Process

Potential Guiding Principles for Future Policies

• Address housing problems impacting Long 
Beach

• Seek a balance between tenant protections and 
property owner investments

• Consider unintended consequences 

Case Studies

What have we explored so far?

• Originally surveyed 100 most populous cities in 
California

− 15 most populous cities (Long Beach #7) all have tenant 
protection policies or programs beyond state 
requirements, except Bakersfield (#9)

• Expanded research to include several less 
populous cities, some counties, and out-of-state 
cities 

Case Studies

Out of the 113 jurisdictions surveyed...
• 46 (41%) - no tenant protections above state law

• 25 (22%) – proactive unit inspection program

• 19 (17%) – tenant relocation assistance

• 17 (15%) – just cause for termination of tenancy policy

• 10 (9%) – anti-retaliation policy

• 6 (5%) – source of income anti-discrimination policy

• 5 (4%) – legal information or assistance

• 3 (3%) – enhanced notice provisions

• 2 (2%) – senior-only relocation assistance

• 1 (1%) – right of first refusal
Note: Some cities fall into several categories; Long Beach has the highlighted programs

Case Studies: Tenant Relocation Assistance

Tenant Relocation Assistance
Ordinances that require owners to make a relocation payment to eligible 
tenants who are displaced by demolition or conversion.

• California Health & Safety Code 17975-17975.10 requires owners to 
pay a relocation fee to renters ordered to vacate due to serious 
code violations 

• Long Beach Tenant Relocation Program (LBMC 21.60) requires 
owners to pay $3,941 lower income tenant households displaced 
due to demolition or condo conversion (or in Coastal Zone per state 
law)

− Additional payments for displaced households with seniors and/or 
people with disabilities in Coastal Zone

− Fee annually increased based on Consumer Price Index

− 18 months notice 

Case Studies: Tenant Relocation Assistance

Of the cities surveyed, 19 have adopted their own tenant 
relocation assistance policies for lower income renters

• Berkeley

• El Monte

• Fresno

• Glendale 

• Hawthorne 

• Long Beach

• Los Angeles 

• Newport Beach

• Oakland 

• Pasadena*

• Redding 

• Richmond 

• Riverside

• San Francisco

• San Jose 

• San Leandro 

• San Marcos

• Santa Monica 

• Ventura

*Pasadena includes moderate income renters
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Case Studies: Tenant Relocation Assistance

• Like Long Beach, many cities require additional 
financial assistance for tenants with qualifying age 
or disability status

• Some cities require relocation benefits to be paid if 
the tenant is being removed at no fault of their own

Case Studies: Senior Relocation Assistance

Senior Relocation Assistance 
Cities can require relocation assistance to be paid by an owner 
upon the termination of senior renter’s tenancy

• Long Beach owners in the Coastal Zone pay additional monies 
to qualifying displaced households with seniors and/or 
people with disabilities (up to $8,441; $3,941 base, $2,000 
extra, plus up to $2,500 for accessibility improvements)

Of the cities surveyed, 2 have senior-only programs

• Santa Monica: households with a member age 62 and over 
are eligible for up to $3,950 

• Ventura: senior mobile home renter relocation, amount 
determined on a case-by-case basis

Case Studies: Just Cause

Just Cause for Termination of Tenancy
A local policy that requires landlords to provide evidence prior to 
terminating tenancy.

• A city can adopt “just cause” requirements such as 
documenting:

− Breaking the lease

− Failure to pay rent or habitual tardiness

− Significant building rehabilitation

− Withdrawing the unit from the rental market under the Ellis Act

− Creation of a substantial nuisance

− Owner-occupancy or occupancy by a member of the landlord's 
immediate family

Case Studies: Just Cause

Of the cities surveyed, 17 have adopted just cause for 
termination of tenancy policies

• Alhambra

• Berkeley

• Carson

• Fremont

• Glendale

• Hayward

• Los Angeles

• Oakland

• Rialto

• Richmond

• San Diego

• San Francisco

• San Jose

• San Leandro

• Santa Monica

• Thousand Oaks

• Ventura

Case Studies: Anti-Retaliation

Anti-Retaliation Policies
State law protects tenants if they are evicted within 6 months of… 

− Complaining to the landlord or government about unsafe 
conditions 

− Repair and deduct remedy
− Filing a lawsuit or beginning arbitration over the condition of 

the unit
− Causing a public agency to inspect the unit

• Tenant needs to prove the termination was following a 
complaint (keep records)

• Court can award actual damages, punitive damages, and 
attorney’s fees to the prevailing party

Case Studies: Anti-Retaliation

Of the cities surveyed,10 have adopted local anti-
retaliation policies

• Beverly Hills

• Carson

• Concord

• Glendale

• Moreno Valley

• Oakland

• Pasadena

• Santa Monica

• Ventura

• West Hollywood
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Case Studies: Anti-Retaliation

• Some list types of retaliation and harassment

• Oakland, Santa Monica, and West Hollywood can 
take civil action at the discretion of the City 
Attorney

Case Studies: Income Anti-Discrimination

Source of Income Anti-Discrimination
Local ordinances protecting households who are seeking rental 
housing from discrimination based on their source of income, such as 
a government subsidy or housing voucher

• California state law bars discrimination based on source of 
income, but that does not cover housing vouchers

Of those surveyed, 6 cities address vouchers 

• Berkeley

• Corte Madera

• East Palo Alto

• Santa Monica 

• Pittsburgh, PA

• Woodland

• Marin County

• Santa Clara County

Case Studies: Legal

Legal Information or Assistance
Local regulations on legal information, assistance, or mediation

Of the cities surveyed, 5 have different programs

• Fremont: Rent Review Board offers mediation during tenant 
and landlord disputes for rent increases > 5% 

• Gardena: Owners must provide mediation and hearing 
procedure information to tenants

• San Leandro contracts with ECHO housing to provide housing 
rights and responsibilities information

• New York City, NY: Lower income tenants facing eviction can 
receive free legal assistance from the city (2017)

• Washington D.C: $4.5 million pilot program offering some 
lower income renters free legal counsel during eviction 
proceedings (2017)

Case Studies: Enhanced Notice Provisions

Enhanced Notice Provisions
Cities can require extended noticing for no-fault lease terminations to 
give tenants more time to prepare

Of the cities surveyed, 3 have enhanced notice 
provisions
• San Jose: 90 days for tenants of at least one year (notice 

extends to 120 days when the city declares a severe 
housing shortage)

• Portland, OR: 90 days before the effective dates

• Tacoma, WA: 90 days when due to demolition, substantial 
rehabilitation, or change of use

Case Studies: Right of First Refusal

Right of First Refusal
Tenant right of first refusal laws give tenants the right to first refusal 
when the building they live in is to be demolished or converted to a 
condominium. Right of first refusal policies can provide a path to 
homeownership and give households an opportunity to occupy 
affordable units in a replacement building.

Of the cities surveyed, 1 has an ordinance
• Washington D.C.: Tenant Opportunity to Purchase Act

− For a single unit, tenant has 30 days to respond

− 2 to 4 units, tenants have 15 days to respond jointly and 
an additional 7 days to respond individually

− 5 or more units, tenants respond jointly within 30 to 45 
days  

Small Group Discussion

Degrees of 
Consensus

On which 
protections 
does your 

group have 
the most 

consensus?
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Small Group Discussion – 30 mins.

Which, if any, new/enhanced tenant protections are 
needed in Long Beach, over and above State law?

• Tenant relocation assistance (including seniors)

− Priority waiting list for new affordable units (for 
previously displaced lower income tenants)

• Just cause for termination of tenancy

• Anti‐retaliation policies

• Source of income anti‐discrimination

• Legal information or assistance

• Enhanced notice provisions

• Right of first refusal

Small group 
presentations
then 
quick break 

Large Group Exercise

Which of these approaches to tenant protection do 
you think are the most appropriate or important for 
the future of Long Beach?

• Everyone gets 5 stickers, worth 1 to 5 points

• Place #5 on your highest priority 

• How does the large groups’ priorities add up? 

• Where do you appear to have the most common ground?

Thank you for 
participating 
in this focus 
group!

Our next step 
is to study 
your priorities 
and ideas!

Tenant 
Protections 
Focus Group
AUGUST 2018



Meeting of the Minds Focus Group #3

September 26, 2018
3:00 to 5:00 PM
333 W. Ocean Blvd.
3rd Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802

AGENDA

•	 Welcome

•	 Self-Introductions

•	 Brief Presentation

»» Background & Purpose

»» What We’ve Heard So Far

•	 Group Discussion

»» Handout

•	 Next Steps





DRAFT

Termination of Tenancy Policy Discussion

How should the City of Long Beach define types of termination of 
tenancy (other than eviction)? Potentially:

No Fault Termination
•	 Substantial rehabilitation of the unit
•	 Removal of the unit from the rental market under the Ellis Act
•	 Owner or owner’s family move-in
•	 City code enforcement actions requiring vacating the unit
•	 Conversion of an unpermitted unit to a permitted use

Just Cause Termination 
•	 Nonpayment of rent
•	 Refusing to agree to a similar or new rental agreement 
•	 Unapproved subtenant/occupant 
•	 Refusing access to the unit when requested in accordance with law 
•	 Violation of the lease/rental agreement 
•	 Material damage to the unit
•	 Disorderly behavior/disturbing the peace
•	 Using the premises for unlawful activities 



Meeting of 
the Minds 
Focus Group
September 2018



Introductions

• Apartment Association, 
California Southern 
Cities

• Better Housing for Long 
Beach

• California Apartment 
Association

• Centro CHA
• Housing Long Beach
• Legal Aid Foundation

• Long Beach Residents 
Empowered (LiBRE)

• Minority Property 
Owners Association

• Small Property Owners 
Alliance of Southern 
California

• United Cambodian 
Community

Stakeholder Groups



Background & Purpose

On January 16, 2018 the City Council directed staff 
to reach out to landlord and tenant 
representatives to:

• Gather feedback on potential tenant protection 
policies that could work for Long Beach

• Find common ground amongst different 
advocacy groups

Purpose: Identify potential opportunities for tenant 
protections in Long Beach to be considered by the 

City Council



Background & Purpose

At previous Focus Groups, participants discussed 
the following types of potential policies:

• Source of income anti-discrimination
• On August 21, 2018, City Council requested staff to develop 

this policy.

• Right of first refusal

• Legal information or assistance

• Anti-retaliation policies

• Enhanced notice provisions

• Just cause for termination of tenancy

• Tenant relocation assistance 



What We’ve Heard So Far

Perspectives on Right of First Refusal

• 1: Would be ineffective if the new rates are market 
level; moderate and lower income households 
would still get displaced.

• 2: Should be voluntary and at market rates to 
incentivize updating aging properties.



What We’ve Heard So Far

Perspectives on Legal Information and Assistance

• 1: Tenants, especially lower income households, 
need additional information and legal assistance to 
understand their rights and obtain representation.

• 2: Any legal information or assistance from the City 
should also be offered to owners because those 
with multiple properties can be significantly 
burdened by multiple legal actions.



What We’ve Heard So Far

Perspectives on Anti-Retaliation

• 1: State law is ineffective because it is extremely 
challenging to prove that the owner/manager’s 
intent was retaliatory.

• 2: An anti-retaliation policy that goes above and 
beyond state law should be designed to also 
protect owner/managers from being harassed by 
tenants.



What We’ve Heard So Far

Perspectives on Just Cause Termination

• 1: A just cause for termination policy is needed to 
protect tenants from being displaced at no fault of 
their own. Displacement is especially hard on senior 
citizens, families, and people with disabilities.

• 2: Evidence is hard to collect unless the police are 
involved. Prolonging tenancy keeps bad tenants in 
the building (often impacting good tenants) and they 
typically stop paying rent once a notice is issued.  
Should focus any just cause policy on investors (or 
“flippers”) upgrading to luxury units.



What We’ve Heard So Far

Perspectives on Relocation Assistance

• 1: Tenant relocation assistance policies should 
apply citywide for lower income renter 
households.

• 2: Relocation payments for lower income renter 
households make sense in the case of property 
“flipping.”



What We’ve Heard So Far

Perspectives on Enhanced Noticing

• 1: Enhanced notice provisions would be especially 
helpful for lower income, senior, and long-term 
tenants. Extended noticing, however, does not 
prevent displacement.

• 2: Extended noticing times could result prolonging 
conflict with bad tenants. Additionally, some 
tenants would not pay rent once notified. 



What We’ve Heard So Far

Common Ground

• Desire to protect good tenants
• Desire to address displacement due to extensive 

upgrading or rebranding of apartment buildings 
(e.g., The Driftwood)

• Some interest in enhancing relocation assistance



Potential Policy Areas

1. Termination of Tenancy – distinguish No Fault 
from Just Cause (see handout)

2. Relocation Assistance Payments

3. Enhanced Noticing Provisions



Small Group Discussion

• You are representing a stakeholder group
• Everyone’s perspective has value
• Share in a constructive manner
• Everyone has an equal opportunity to participate
• Look for common ground



Small Group Discussion

Common Ground

• Desire to protect good tenants
• Desire to address displacement due to extensive 

upgrading or rebranding of apartment buildings
• Some interest in enhancing relocation assistance

Potential Guiding Principals for Policymaking

• Address housing problems impacting Long Beach

• Seek a balance between tenant protections and 
property owner investments

• Consider unintended consequences 



Thank you for 
participating in 
the meeting of 
the minds focus 
group.

Next Steps
• Research
• Present findings
• Request 

direction from 
City Council
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MEETING OF THE MINDS 2  
 

Page 1 
 

October 8, 2018 

3:00 to 5:00 PM 

333 W. Ocean Blvd., 3rd Floor 

Long Beach, CA 90802 

DRAFT AGENDA 

1. Welcome 
 

2. Overview of areas of consensus from Meeting of the Minds 1 
a. Relocation assistance will help Long Beach residents stay within our 

community, but more details are needed. 
b. Support for extended noticing for no fault terminations of tenancy to 90 days, 

citywide, only if tenant continues to pay the rent (with reasonable 
accommodation in accordance with state and federal laws). This does not 
remove an owner’s ability to use 3-day notices related to causes specified in 
the California Code of Civil Procedures Section 1161. Terminations of tenancy 
for cause do not qualify for extended noticing. 

c. Staff will request that the City Council authorizes them to move forward with 
drafting an extended noticing ordinance, in cooperation with the City Attorney 
and other related departments. Details to be addressed include how the City 
will be involved in the process, including identifying staffing needs to 
facilitate the program (long-term).  
 

3. Under which circumstances would relocation assistance provisions apply beyond 
existing Long Beach procedures? 

a. When a tenant is asked to vacate at no fault of their own (and they are current 
on the rental payment with reasonable accommodation in accordance with 
state and federal laws). No fault terminations: 

i. Substantial rehabilitation requiring tenant displacement (HUD 
definition attached for your review and input)  

ii. Removal of the units from the market (Ellis Act) 
iii. Owner or owner’s family move-in 
iv. Code enforcement action requiring vacating the unit 
v. Conversion of an unpermitted use to a permitted use (resulting in 

vacating the unit) 
vi. Any other request to vacate that is not a For-Cause Termination of 

Tenancy 
b. Note that rental security deposits must be refunded in accordance with 

existing state laws regardless of whether a household receives relocation 
assistance payments.  

c. What are the draft For Cause Terminations of Tenancy?  



 

 City of Long Beach Meeting of the Minds 2 Draft Agenda | Page 2 

i. Nonpayment of rent (with reasonable accommodation in accordance 
with existing state and federal laws) 

ii. Material or habitual violation of the rental agreement (including 
unapproved subtenant/occupant) 

iii. Damage to the apartment unit (threshold needed above wear and 
tear) 

iv. Disorderly behavior/disturbing the peace (documentation details TBD) 
v. Refusing access to the unit when requested in accordance with the 

law 
vi. Using the premises for unlawful activities (documentation details TBD) 

d. What is an appropriate building size threshold for relocation assistance and 
why? Some stakeholders have suggested as high as ten or more units in a 
structure, others have gone as low as duplexes.  

i. Which types of properties are exempt?  
e. The City has an adopted relocation assistance payment of approximately 

$4,500 per unit that currently applies in specific circumstances like lower 
income households being displaced from the Coastal Zone. The fee is 
increased annually. Moving forward, can the proposed new relocation 
assistance payment program use this same fee? 
 

4. Meeting of the Minds 1 ideas that were introduced, but not fully discussed 
a. Requiring relocation assistance in the event of a rent increase of a certain 

percentage or amount. Threshold relating assistance to income level or ability 
to pay? 

b. What would happen if a property owner purchased a building not knowing 
that there is such a serious code violation or unpermitted use that it requires a 
termination of tenancy? 

 

 



                                                           4460.1 REV 1 
  
                             CHAPTER 4. REHABILITATION 
  
4-1.    GENERAL.  All instructions of this Handbook apply to rehabilitation 
        projects unless modified by this Chapter. 
  
4-2.    DEFINITIONS. 
  
        A.      Substantial Rehabilitation.  Required repairs, replacements, 
                and improvements: 
  
                1.      Involve the replacement of two or more major building 
                        components or, 
  
                2.      Cost of which exceeds either: 
  
                        a.      15 percent (exclusive of any soft costs) of the 
                                property's replacement cost (fair market value) 
                                after completion of all required repairs, 
                                replacements, and improvements. 
  
                                        or 
  
                        b.      $6,500 per dwelling unit (adjusted by the Field 
                                Office's authorized high cost percentage) 
  
                                Note:  Estates for determining the cost for 
                                substantial must include general requirements 
                                and fees for builder's general overhead and 
                                profit, design architect and supervisory 
                                architect. However, these estimated costs are 
                                not applied when determining the eligibility 
                                of Section 223(f) projects. (See Chapter 5 for 
                                instructions). 
  
        B.      Major Building Component.  Roof structures; wall or floor 
                structures; foundations; and plumbing, central heating and air 
                conditioning, or electrical systems. 
  
                1.      Major refers to the importance of the component and the 
                        extent of replacement. 
  
                        a.      The element must be significant to the building 
                                and its use, normally expected to last the 
                                useful life of the building, and not minor or 
                                cosmetic. 
  
                                        Page 4-1                        12/95 
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(4-2)                           Examples:  Major - roof sheathing, rafters, 
                                trusses. 
  
                                           Minor - shingles, built-up roofing. 
  
                        b.      Total replacement is not required, but the 



                                greater part (at least 50 percent) must be 
                                replaced. 
  
                2.      The term provides a great deal of latitude and, 
                        therefore, good judgement is necessary and expected. 
  
                3.      Architectural staff will make the determination. 
  
4-3.    ARCHITECTURAL PROCESSING.  Rehabilitation processing consists of three 
        stages: Feasibility, Conditional Commitment, and Firm Commitment. 
        The Field Office may allow the sponsor to combine one or more stages. 
  
        A.      Feasibility.  Upon notification of the receipt of an 
                application, the Production Branch Chief will assign a staff 
                member as Design Representative for the project. 
  
                1.      Feasibility exhibits for architectural processing are: 
  
                        a.      Application. 
  
                        b.      Project location map. 
  
                        c.      Survey or site plan. 
  
                        d.      Drawings or sketches of the existing 
                                building(s). 
  
                        e.      Description of the proposed rehabilitation 
                                (work write- up), including any post- 
                                rehabilitation sketches. 
  
                        f.      LBP test report for projects constructed 
                                prior to 1978.  (See paragraph 1-40). 
  
                2.      Make a joint inspection of the project and modify the 
                        sponsor's work write-up as needed. 
  
12/95                                           Page 4-2 
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(4-3) B.        Conditional Commitment.  The Design Representative provides 
                liaison with the sponsor's architect during preparation of 
                rehabilitation architectural exhibits if professional design 
                service is required. 
                (See paragraph 4-5.). 
  
                1.      Review architectural exhibits to assure compliance 
                        with the work write-up. 
  
                2.      Provide architectural conditions for the conditional 
                        commitment. 
  
                3.      Review the Owner-Architect Agreement. 
  
                4.      If an abnormal amount of time has elapsed since the 
                        joint inspection, or if property damage may have 
                        occurred, reinspect the property to determine current 





Meeting of the Minds 2 

October 9, 2018
3:00 to 5:00 PM
333 W. Ocean Blvd., 5th Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802

AGENDA

•	 Welcome

•	 Overview of areas of consensus from Meeting of the Minds 1

»» Helping Long Beach residents stay here

»» Extended noticing

•	 Further discuss relocation assistance beyond current City policies

»» No fault terminations

»» Building scale thresholds

»» Who qualifies

»» Payment amount

•	 Discuss ideas that were previously introduced only briefly

»» Relocation assistance related to rent increase/ability to pay

»» New owner surprised by existing code violation



Degrees of Consensus

5. I strongly support this idea. I am enthusiastic about the 
idea and confident that it expresses the wisdom of the 
group.

4. I support this idea. I support this idea and I think it is the 
best choice of the options available to us.

3. This idea is okay. I may not be especially enthusiastic 
about it, but I can accept the idea and feel the process 
has been fair and inclusive.

2. I do not agree with this idea. I am uncomfortable with it, 
but can live with it.

1. I dislike this idea. I do not like this idea, but am willing 
to defer to the wisdom of the group and promise not to 
sabotage it.

0. I cannot support this idea. I will not support this idea for 
reasons that I have stated to the group. 



Meeting of 
the Minds 
Focus Group 2
October 2018



Introductions

• Apartment Association, 
California Southern 
Cities

• Better Housing for Long 
Beach

• California Apartment 
Association

• Centro CHA
• Housing Long Beach
• Legal Aid Foundation

• Long Beach Residents 
Empowered (LiBRE)

• Minority Property 
Owners Association

• Small Property Owners 
Alliance of Southern 
California

• United Cambodian 
Community

Stakeholder Groups



What We’ve Heard So Far

Common Ground After Meeting of the Minds 1

• Desire to protect good tenants
• Support for relocation assistance 
• Support for extended noticing (90 days) for no fault 

terminations of tenancy citywide
− Rent must be current, exception for reasonable 

accommodation
− Owners can still use 3-day notices when warranted
− Need more details on applicability, amount, etc. 



Relocation Assistance

Which types of terminations qualify?

• No Fault (rent is current, with reasonable 
accommodation):

1. Substantial rehabilitation requiring tenant move-out (HUD 
definition)

2. Removal of the units from the market (Ellis Act)

3. Owner or owner’s family move-in

4. Rent increase of more than 10% (stay or vacate with relocation)

5. Code enforcement action requiring vacating the unit

6. Conversion of an unpermitted use to a permitted use (resulting in 
vacating the unit)

7. Any other request to vacate that is not a For-Cause Termination of 
Tenancy



Relocation Assistance

What are For Cause Terminations of Tenancy?

• For Causes (not eligible for relocation payments or 
extended noticing)

8. Nonpayment of rent (with reasonable accommodation in 
accordance with existing laws)

9. Material or habitual violation of the rental agreement (including 
unapproved subtenant/occupant)

10. Damage to the apartment unit (threshold needed)

11. Disorderly behavior/disturbing the peace (documentation details 
TBD)

12. Refusing access to the unit when requested in accordance with the   
law

13. Using the premises for unlawful activities (documentation details 
TBD)



Relocation Assistance

What buildings participate? Which are excluded?

• Number of units in the building threshold
− 10 units or more?
− 4 units or more like City business licenses?
− Exclude single-family, duplex and triplex
− Housing stock data review

• Exemptions –properties/households receiving 
government assistance

− Deed restricted affordable units / properties with deed 
restricted affordable units

− Units with housing voucher tenants
− Buildings acquired by government agencies



Relocation Assistance

How does tenant income play a role? Who is eligible for 
relocation assistance?

• Only Extremely low- and very low-income households eligible?

• Households earning up to low-income (80% AMI) eligible?

HUD 2018 INCOME LIMITS (Los Angeles County) (LA County Area Median /4-person household: $69,300

Income Level

Household Size

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Low-Income                           

80% AMI 54,250 62,000 69,750 77,500 83,700 89,900 96,100 102,300

Very-Low Income                  

50% AMI 33,950 38,800 43,650 48,450 52,350 56,250 60,100 64,000

Extremely Low-Income 

30% AMI 20,350 23,250 26,150 29,050 31,400 33,740 38,060 42,380



Relocation Assistance

Local relocation assistance payments

• What does Long Beach currently require in other 
relocation scenarios?

− $4,500 per unit (updated in 2009)
− Annual increase based on CPI
− Use this amount for new policy?

What about security deposits?

• Rental security deposits must be refunded in 
accordance with existing state laws regardless of 
whether a household receives relocation assistance 
payments.
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Multi-Housing Data: Long Beach, CA 

 

All Multi-Housing Owners 
 

Number of Owners in the City who own properties with 4+ units: 5,902 Owners 

Number of Total Properties with 4+ units in the City: 7,644 Properties 

Number of Total 4+ Units in the City: 70,317 Units 

 
Multi-Housing Owners with 1 Property 
 

Number of Owners/Properties in the City who own 1 property with 4+ units: 4,844 Owners/ Properties 

Number of Total Units of Owners who own 1 property with 4+units: 43,449 Units 

 
Multi-Housing Owners with 2+ Properties 
 

Number of Owners in the City who own 2+ properties with 4+ units: 1,058 Owners 

Number of Total Properties of Owners who own 2+ properties with 4+units: 2,800 Properties 

Number of Total Units of Owners who own 2+ properties with 4+ units: 26,868 Units 

 
 

  Single Owners (1 Property) Owner of 2+  Total 

  Properties Units Properties Units Properties Units 

4 Units            2,194              8,776                 694              2,776            2,888          11,552  

5 Units               406              2,030                 186                 930                592            2,960  

6 Units               454              2,724                 303              1,818                757           4,542  

7 Units               239              1,673                 130                 910                369            2,583  

8 Units               478              3,824                 420              3,360                898           7,184  

9 Units               155              1,395                187              1,683                342            3,078  

10 – 29 Units               809 11,564                 818            11,542           1,627           3,106  

30+ Units 109 11,463 62 3,849 171 15,312 

Total             4,844            43,449              2,800            26,868            7,644          70,317  
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APPENDIX H – STAKEHOLDER COMMENTS 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(This page intentionally left blank.) 



 

Examples of Anti-Displacement Policies 

(Homeless Prevention) 
 

1. Tenant Protections 
a. Just Cause Ordinances​: Tenants can only be evicted for cause (i.e., non-payment of rent)  

b. Rent Control Ordinances: ​Limits on rent increases coupled with just cause protections 

c. Anti-Harassment Policies:​ Typically coupled with rent control ordinances 

d. Limits on Condominium Conversions​: Limits on the number of rental units that can be converted to 

condominiums (i.e., limits on number per year or moratoriums when the rental vacancy rate dips below 5%.) 

e. Legal Defense Funds / Right to Counsel​: for tenants at risk of losing their homes and need legal representation. 

f. Short-Term Rental Regulation​: Many apartments/homes are taken off the housing market leaving even less 

units for long term tenancy in an already impacted market with low vacancy rates.  

g. Rent Freeze​: Freeze rents for a specified period of time in order to protect tenants during which time, resident 

retention policies can be enacted 

 

2. Affordable Housing Production Strategies 
a. Inclusionary Housing (IH)​: A percent of all new residential development (at least 10% to 15%) must be set 

aside on-site as affordable.  If in lieu fees are offered to developers, but they must be set at the economic 

equivalent of providing the units on-site.  

b. Commercial Linkage Fees:​ Commercial, office, retail and industrial developers are charged a fee per square 

foot of new development.  The fee goes to the local jurisdiction to pay for affordable housing to support a 

housing-jobs balance. 

c. Boomerang Funds​: These funds are returning to local jurisdictions as a result of the demise of redevelopment 

agencies.  20% of these funds were previously earmarked as affordable housing funds, yet they are returning 

to local jurisdictions without any strings attached.  Jurisdictions such as the County of LA have dedicated some 

of these funds towards affordable housing. 

d. Other dedicated local sources of revenue that can be used for housing production:​ (w/income targeting for 

most at need) 

i. Affordable Housing Bonds  

ii. Hotel Taxes 

iii. Condominium Conversion Fees 

e. Section 8 Discrimination Policies: ​passing policies making it illegal for landlords to discriminate against 

persons/families solely on the basis they are Section 8 recipients.  

 

3. Affordable Home Ownership Strategies 
a. Community Land Trusts and Co-operative Housing Agreements​: Affordable home ownership models where 

low income residents own a proportional interest in the property.   

 

4. Housing Preservation Strategies 
a. No Net Loss Policies: 

i. Affordable units lost through renovation, conversion or demolition must be replaced within the same 

neighborhood 

ii. “Affordable units” are defined by rent levels OR incomes of residents 

b. Right to Return/Right of First Refusal:​ If tenants are displaced by a new development and affordable units are 

included as part of the new development, displaced residents have a right of to return/right of first refusal for 

the new affordable units. 

 

333 West Broadway, #204, Long Beach, CA 90802 
(562) 444-5147 www.wearelbre.org 





September 10, 2018 

Patrick Ure 
Housing and Neighborhood Services Bureau Manager 
City of Long Beach 
333 West Ocean Blvd. 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

SMALL PROPERTY OWNERS ALLIANCE (SPOA) 
RESPONSE TO TENANT PROTECTION STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT 

MEETING - HOUSING PROVIDERS 

Dear Patrick,  

Small Property Owners Alliance (SPOA) appreciates the efforts of both 
PlaceWorks and Development Services for bringing housing provider groups 
together last week. SPOA wanted to share some feedback from our debriefing 
meeting.  

1. Since none of the groups, including SPOA, had access to the agenda or 
presentation prior to the meeting, SPOA and the other groups were 
somewhat surprised to see "Just Cause Eviction" listed as one of the topics 
on the initial slide since city council did not direct city staff to review or 
consider this form of Rent Control based on the January 16, 2018 directive. 
Due to the numerous documented negative unintended consequences 
associated with these types of policies, SPOA considers this a non-starter for 
rental housing providers. 

2. SPOA generally agrees that offering existing residents with a “1st Right of 
Refusal” is a good idea as long as it is clear that a tenant would need to meet 
the new qualifications and perform in a timely manner.  

3. SPOA agrees with a policy that does not allow for discrimination in 
advertising against Housing Voucher holders; we reiterate that SPOA 
members accept all applications. Some suggestions to make the program 
attractive to Housing Providers would be to implement supportive services for 
certain Housing Voucher holders, provide an education and outreach 
program and include a government backed tenant default/damage policy that 
applies to all voucher holders.  

4. It would be valuable to know if current workforce, low income, and other types 
of developments in the City of Long Beach require rental housing providers to 
accept a certain percentage of Section 8 applicants. 



Patrick Ure 
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5. In July, Long Beach voters had the opportunity to send to the ballot a Rent 
Control ordinance which included Just Cause Eviction and Tenant Relocation 
Payments. Proponents of the ballot initiative were unable to gather enough 
signatures to qualify. This was the second time voters in the City of Long 
Beach have rejected this type of initiative, so it is unclear as to why we are 
continuing this discussion. 

6. SPOA recommends the following changes to the slides that were used for 
this and future presentations on this subject: 

• Change “Tenant Relocation Benefit” to read “Tenant Relocation 
Payment”. There is no benefit to the Housing Provider. 

• In support of transparency, SPOA recommends the following: 
• For presentations involving this subject matter, it’s important to 

note that only 10 out of 100 cities studied supported some form 
of Rent Control regulation and the majority of cities in the state 
do not support any of these types of regulations at all. 

• Include the success/failure rates of those cities studied to 
determine if these regulations have justified their existence. 

• For a more accurate comparison of our market, we recommend 
limiting the discussion to cities in California of similar size since larger 
cities and cities outside of California generally do not share the same 
demographics, economic characteristics or real estate market place. 

California offers some of the strongest tenant rights protections in the United 
States and duplicating regulations makes administering these policies more 
difficult and adds to the overall cost of housing. We believe that the above 
suggestions and recommendations will help continue to make the City of Long 
Beach a more desirable and business friendly environment where everyone can 
thrive. Thanks again for hosting this meeting and we look forward to the next 
steps. 

Respectfully, 
SMALL PROPERTY OWNERS ALLIANCE 

Keith Kennedy 
President/Founder SPOA 
  
KK/jl 

cc: SPOA General Membership 



-----Original Message----- 
From: Mike Murchison <mike@murchisonconsulting.net> 
To: Patrick Ure <patrick.ure@longbeach.gov> 
Cc: Gary Delong <gary@garydelong.com>; Malcolm Bennett <mac11215@aol.com>; Joani Weir 
<joaniweir@aol.com>; Fred Sutton <fsutton@caanet.org> 
Sent: Tue, Oct 9, 2018 12:53 pm 
Subject: Fwd: comments to staff letter 

 
  

Good Afternoon Patrick,  
  
We wanted to get back to you with our responses to your staff’s letter that recaps 
the two meetings we have had with the city, consultants and tenant rights groups 
prior to the meeting at 3pm.  
  
I have asked for all of the rental property owner groups to comment and here are 
their thoughts to the Draft Agenda “Meeting of the Minds” 2:  
  
2A ‐ generically we are fine with this statement; the key being what the details are.  
2B ‐ Remove “no fault termination” verbiage. Any use of the word “for cause” is a 
non‐starter for our groups.  
2C ‐ Staff is getting ahead of themselves; we do not support staff requesting that the 
council authorize an ordinance when we have no details/definitions. We also do not 
support any process that includes identifying staffing needs as this will result in 
budget increases and thus the potential for added city staff and fees.  
  
3A ‐ We propose the following changes to 3Ai to 3Avi. Landlords in the City of LB are 
required to pay households a relocation assistance to existing tenants upon 
termination of tenancy through change of ownership, only within one year after 
change of ownership as well as 6 months prior to change of ownership. In addition, 
we believe that the overall discussions with our groups did not include defining 
causes of termination but exploring relocation assistance and enumerating when 
individuals would be eligible to receive it. We are concerned proposals to extend 
notice as previously discussed, likely violates the law because notice periods are 
mandated by state law. The court held that extended notice periods were 
unconstitutional in Tri‐County Apartment Assoc v City of Mountain View 1987. 

  
A targeted relocation program can be created without incorporating termination 
controls.  

  
3B ‐ We support state law.  



3C ‐ We are not in support of this section from 3Ci to 3Cvi.  
3D ‐ 10+ units; most units in LB are under 10 and ownership is made up of retirees 
that need rental income as their source of income; therefore they cannot afford 
tenant relocation payments. Additionally, this ownership segment is not vacating 
tenants due to construction activity.  
3Di ‐ not enough info on this one for type of property required for exemption.  
  
3E ‐ We support one month’s rent for someone that has rented from 1‐5 years. If 
after 5 years, we support two months rent in relocation payments as long as they 
meet the existing criteria. Our goal is to cover a tenant’s one time moving cost, not 
create a “profit” for them.  
  
4A and B ‐ We are all opposed to the language in 4A/B. A’s language on certain 
percentage or amount from our perspective is “rent control”.  
  
We also have questions about the data that was sent to us: 
  
1. Who generated the data? 
2. Graphs/Charts ‐ what is City staff/consultant’s position on these two charts if any? 
  
We look forward to seeing you at 3pm.  
  
Signed….. 
  
BHLB, SPOA, CAA, AOA, Minority rental property owners, and Apartment 
Association, California Southern Cities.  
  
  
Best Regards, 
Mike Murchison - "Mike 24-7" 
Murchison Consulting 
Mike@murchisonconsulting.net 
www.murchisonconsulting.net 
562-884-3009 

  

  

 

 



 

October 15, 2018 

Patrick Ure 

Housing and Neighborhood Services Bureau 

Manager  

City of Long Beach 

 

Dear Patrick,  

We at Better Housing for Long Beach appreciate your efforts to bringing together 

Housing Advocates and Tenant Activists organizations to help facilitate a solution to 

Long Beach's housing challenges. 

 On April 25, 2018, Better Housing for Long Beach reached out to housing 

providers and community members to create a proactive solution to assist 

displaced tenants, that housing providers would support.   

 On June 18, 2018, Better Housing for Long Beach submitted to all Long Beach 

council members, the City Clerk and Mayor Garciaour proactive solution to assist 

displaced tenants.  See attached letter. 

 On August 29, 2018, in good faith, Better Housing for Long Beach attended a 

meeting on tenant protection policies with the City of Long Beach per your 

invitation. 

 On September 26, 2018, in good faith, Better Housing for Long Beach attended a 

Joint Stakeholder Engagement Meeting on tenant protection policies per your 

invitation. 

 On October 9, 2018, in good faith, Better Housing for Long Beach attended a 

second Joint Stakeholder Engagement Meeting on tenant protection policies per 

your invitation. 

 On October 9, 2018, prior to the meeting Mike Murchison sent you a letter on 

behalf of Better Housing for Long Beach and other housing advocates regarding 

what itemswe would collectively consider and which ones we were not in 

agreement with.  See attached letter.  

 



 At the October 9, 2018, after lengthy discussions with tenant advocates and 

attempts to facilitate a solution to tenant displacement; Better Housing for Long 

Beach presented and shared our proactive solution to assist displaced tenants.  

In spite of resistance in the room and a verbal ask from you to not share this 

information.   

Prior to the meetings Better Housing for Long Beach had reached out to many of their 

members and asked what they would be comfortable with in regards to tenant 

assistance.  Many of them expressed concern that this is opening the door to rent 

control and that demands and attacks on housing providers would increase and 

continue should we move forward and support relocation assistance. 

After attending three of the meetings with an open mind, I came to the conclusion that 

these meetings were not to help a “targeted issue”, i.e., entire buildings being vacated. I 

am in agreement with many of the concerns expressed to me by supporters of BHFLB.  

These meetings are an attempt to push rent control through the back door.   

BHFLB attended the meeting expecting to discuss relocation fees for a mass 

displacement scenario, i.e., a large building set to be completely vacated.  Ms. Brown 

attempted to turn the conversation into relocation fees for all people moving due to a 2-

3% rent increase.  These rent control conversations suggested by Susanne Brown of 

Legal Aid would have to include all buildings.  Just Cause Eviction was brought into 

conversation and was off topic.  Josh Butler of Housing Long Beach, Ms. Brown started 

rent control discussions without calling it rent control in our first joint meeting and 

continued to the second joint meeting.  Reasonable relocation fees were offered by 

housing providers/advocates. However the discussion became unreasonable when 

tenant activist Mr. Butler, demanded that we duplicate the $8000.00, Oakland relocation 

fees. 

According to Ms. Brown, you suggested annual rent caps on housing providers, this is 

very concerning. 

It was troubling to me to hear Mr. Butler state in the meeting that city staff had 

suggested to tenant advocates, to change our 60 day notice to vacate to a120 day 

notice to vacate.  Mr. Butler stated he wanted to convert our 60 day notice to vacate into 

a 90 day notice to vacate and wanted to supersede existing State Law.   

It is Better Housing for Long Beach’s opinion that these advocates were not 
negotiating in good faithto create a real solution.  We feel these conversations were 

not reasonable solutions but another attack on housing providers. 

Due to this realization, Better Housing for Long Beach is not in support of any of these 

tenant protection policies presented including but not limited to the three meetings.  We 



want to be very clear that our name is not to be counted in supporting this road to rent 

control.  We are not in support of anything related to these meetings that will be 

presented to council regarding tenant protection policies aka rent control.   

You and Long Beach city staff must be very careful when you present damaging 

suggestions to tenant advocates that could have long term unintended consequences to 

our city and to small property owners. 

Many of our Housing providers are alarmed that tenant activists are making financial 

decisions that can be very burdensome to their property and in some cases their home.  

These tenant activists have never experienced the liability and the financial 

responsibility that comes with being a landlord.  Some of these housing providers are 

struggling to make ends meet even today.  These new policies could force them into 

bankruptcy or force them to sell their property which in turn displaces them and their 

renters. There are many housing providers on a fixed income, seniors who cannot 

afford these purposed programs.   

I hope that a conversation can take place that can lead to a real solution–Not one that is 

guided by a city-paid consultant who is driving the conversation in a pre-determined 

direction. 

Please include our documents in all information regarding these topics when presenting 

to the Mayor and City Council: 

 The Tenant Protection Policy Stakeholder Engagement Meeting 

 Long Beach Tenant Protection Stakeholder Engagement Meeting – Property 

Owner/Manager Advocates 

 City Council Tenant Relocation Payment/Rights, Engagement Meeting 

 Tenant Assistance Policy - Joint Stakeholder Engagement Meeting 

 

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

Joani Weir  

President, Better Housing for Long Beach  



 

Date created April 25, 2018 Updated October 15, 2018 

 

Dear Mayor Garcia and City Council, 

In an effort to bring proactive solutions to assist displaced tenants, Better Housing for Long Beach is 

providing this document to you in the hope that you will review it for consideration.    

There are significant housing challenges facing both renters and landlords here in Long Beach.  They 

stem from situations brought up at Council meetings where entire buildings are being vacated and new 

investors are entering the Long Beach market.  We do not want to stop the positive growth by 

encumbering properties with restrictive ordinances.  However, we do see a need to find a solution to 

the displacement of tenants when entire buildings are being vacated.   

There are many reasons why buildings are vacated.   They may include: 

 The owner is leaving the industry for various reasons such as relocation, retirement, or moving 
into another investment.   
 

 The owner’s inability to properly manage the building which can lead to code violations, 
neighborhood complaints, and potential disrepair and ultimate inhabitability.  
 

 Litigious actions against predatory lawsuits from eviction attorneys and advocacy groups who 
are taking advantage of unsuspecting tenants.  These groups give advice to renters that have 
damaging consequences to the renter’s credit and their ability to rent in the future.   In turn, it 
also damages the property owner’s financial solvency and at times pushes them into a financial 
situation where they are forced to sell. 
 

o One prime example is a group of predatory attorneys who tell these tenants “Don’t pay 
your rent.  We can get you 3 months of free rent.”  This results in a “rent strike”. Of 
course, the landlord will start an eviction on these unsuspecting tenants and then they 
get their “3 months of free rent” and become homeless, because of bad advice from 
these legal groups.   

 The owner’s inability to manage a property where certain individuals are not acting in good 
faith.   
 

 A death in the family. 
 



 Dissolution of investor partnership. 
 

 Increased fees to operate properties, fear of rent control, and new policies implemented that 
may not be perceived as business friendly.   

Any policy around relocation solutions has to take into consideration the various reasons why buildings 

are vacated.  It’s a complex issue that cannot be quantified by any single reason.  In the interest of 

bettering our community, we are proposing some solutions to this challenging housing situation.  They 

include but are not limited to: 

 Creating a non‐profit organization funded by grant monies which focuses solely on assistance for 

displaced tenants.    These focuses could start with: 

1. Providing grant support for qualified individuals who need financial assistance.   

2. Forming robust partnerships with cities and property owners to assist displaced tenants in 

finding comparable and suitable housing.  The aim is to foster positive solutions so that 

displaced tenants can live in sustainable housing with dignity.   

3. Bringing in seasoned grant writers to explore all organizations, state, and federal entities 

who provide much needed housing grants. 

4. Tenant workshops to build a healthy community.   

Where will the money come from? 

There are many organizations who are currently giving grants to various non profits to encourage 

greater equity in the community and preserve our strong diversity.  We would like to work with these 

organizations to create a long term sustainable solution regarding displacement.  Some of these 

organizations that are at the forefront of the housing challenges are: 

 California Endowment  

 Gumbiner Foundation 

 Legal Aid 

 NextGen America 

 Housing Authority 

And the list goes on.  We must find permanent solutions to our housing challenges.   Fostering 

communication by seeing the needs of our diverse community together, we can build a bridge of long 

term good will that will be passed on for years to come. 

We hope that you will take these ideas into consideration and that we can be a partner in this solution. 

Signed, 

Better Housing for Long Beach 

 

 





This information is available in alternative format by request at (562) 570-3807.

For an electronic version of this document, visit our website at www.lbds.info.

Long Beach Development Services
333 W. Ocean Blvd., 3rd Floor

Long Beach, CA 90802

Visit us at www.lbds.info
 LongBeachBuilds

 @LongBeachBuilds



ATTACHMENT B

City
Relocation 

Program
Trigger(s) Amount Property Type Household Type Total Units Rental Units

% Rental 

Units

Anaheim No - - - -           104,533             55,228 52.8%

Bakersfield No - - - -           122,829             49,639 40.4%

Sacramento No - - - -           194,917             95,780 49.1%

San Diego No - - - -           533,973           264,523 49.5%

Fresno Limited Code Enforcement, 

Demolition 

2 months' HUD Fair Market 

Rent, utility service deposits, 

and refund of security deposit

All Rentals All Tenants           176,617             87,715 49.7%

Long Beach Limited Code Enforcement, 

Demolition

$3,941 base, $2,000 for senior, 

up to $2,500 for disability 

modifications; increased by CPI 

annually (LBMC 21.30)

All Rentals All Tenants           173,741             99,002 57.0%

Los Angeles Yes Code Enforcement, 

Demolition, Ellis Act, 

No-Fault Eviction

$7,750 to $20,050 (higher 

amount for lower-income, 

disabled, seniors, and families)

Units covered 

under Rent 

Stabilization

All Tenants        1,457,762           862,062 59.1%

Oakland Yes Code Enforcement, 

Condo Conversion, 

Ellis Act, No-Fault 

Eviction

$6,875 to $10,545 depending on 

unit size. Additional $2,500 for 

lower income, senior, disabled, 

and families

All Rentals All Tenants           169,303             96,048 56.7%

San Francisco Yes Code Enforcement, 

Demolition, Ellis Act, 

No-Fault Eviction

$5,470 to $19,449 depending on 

unit size 

Units Covered 

under Rent 

Stabilization 

Ordinance 

All Tenants           390,376           224,960 57.6%

San Jose Yes Code Enforcement, 

Substantial 

Rehabilitation, Ellis 

Act, Owner Move-In, 

Conversion to 

Permitted Use

$6,925 to $17,380 depending on 

unit size and household 

characteristics 

All Rentals All Tenants           331,510           135,834 41.0%

CITIES THAT DO NOT OFFER RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS (4)

CITIES THAT HAVE CODIFIED STATE REQUIREMENTS (2)

CITIES WITH EXPANDED RELOCATION REQUIREMENTS (4) 

TEN LARGEST CALIFORNIA CITIES
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