
 

 

VAN NESS SOUTH TENANTS ASSOCIATION 

 
 

May 21, 2018 

 

 

Dear Councilmember Bonds,  

 

I am writing in response to your recent email regarding your draft legislation on rent “concessions.” 

 

I believe that I caused some confusion because my previous email addressed to Avis Duvall, the 

Equity Residential property manager at 3003 Van Ness, accidentally listed “Anita” in the first line 

instead of “Avis.” Your response partly may have been prompted by my typographical error. 

 

Nevertheless, your email confirms that we strongly disagree about your draft legislation on rent 

“concessions.” You feel that it will stop the practice; I strongly believe that will not and that it’s 

unnecessary, counterproductive and that it will make rent less affordable in DC. 

 

You state in your email that I “have continuously disagreed to much of what was/is proposed 

because you were ‘in court.” (I have an appeal before the Rental Housing Commission.) However, 

this is not true – I have presented my views on the substance of your bill dozens of times in 

meetings of the legislative working group before I resigned in frustration. And I have written many 

memos to you and your staff containing detailed, substantive critiques of your bill (attached). You 

have not responded to any of the points outlined in these communications. 

 

The only response that I have received from your staff is that unnamed members of the City Council 

will not pass any “concessions” legislation unless it is structured like your bill, legalizing 

“concession” leases and creating effective rent ceilings. It isn’t clear whether such mystery 

members exist, why or on whose behalf they would back such legislation, or to what extent these 

requirements are set by the administration, which has refused to get involved with the issue.  

 

Here are a few of the main points you and they should consider: 

 

1) Your bill will make housing in DC less affordable because it allows companies to bank very 

high effective rent ceilings while temporarily offering much lower rents because the market 

won’t support them. When an apartment becomes vacant, companies will be able to jack 

prices up quickly to those often preposterously high rent ceilings (e.g., $3,500 for a one-

bedroom apartment in Van Ness), increasing gentrification and reducing affordable housing. 

2) Your draft legislation contradicts the expressed goal of your other bill elimination the 10-30 

percent vacancy increase. If that bill does not become law, but the “concession” bill does 

become law, you will strike a significant blow against affordable housing. This is worse than 

doing nothing. 

3) Although the title of your bill indicates that it is only a “clarification” of the law, in fact it is 

a radical re-writing of the Rental Housing Act. I have pointed this out many times to your 

staff, so this is not a mistake – it is deliberately misleading. The misleading title may lead 
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members of the city council or the public to support your bill without understanding its true 

nature. 

4) Your bill turns the law on its head – legalizing “concession” leases and re-establishing rent 

ceilings (now called “maximum legal rents”) that were specifically abolished in the 2006 

legislation passed by the City Council. Although it makes an attempt to restrict the ways in 

which “concessions” can be applied, I strongly believe – for reasons outlined in detail in my 

attached memos – that these measures will be easy to evade. 

5) If your intention is to stop the “concessions” scam, you simply should offer a bill clarifying 

that the word “rent” in the housing statute means the dictionary definition – the actual 

amount a tenant pays. The recent decision by the Rental Housing Commission in Gabriel 

Fineman v. Equity Residential comes to this conclusion based on existing law – you could 

confirm that correct interpretation. That would drive a dagger through the heart of the 

“concessions” scam. 

You seemed to understand this when we first met many months ago – you stated yourself that you 

would write a simple clarification that the word “rent” in the statute means rent. This was the basis 

for our early collaboration. However, you somehow have been convinced that it is politically 

imperative to write legislation that radically re-writes the Rental Housing Act, legalizing 

“concession” leases and effective rent ceilings.  

 

Your staff has claimed many times that the industry has had no influence on the process 

whatsoever, but that seems extremely unlikely. The Apartment and Office Building Association 

(AOBA) seems intensely interested in your bill. In February, lobbyist Kristen Williams held a 

meeting for AOBA members, stating in an announcement that “as the use of concessions are a very 

important tool for our industry, it is imperative that we meet to discuss this decision [Gabriel 

Fineman v. Equity Residential] and the legislation [an earlier iteration of your current bill that was 

introduced last fall by Mary Cheh]. 

 

The tenants I represent at 3003 Van Ness, a building owned and operated by Equity Residential, is 

at the epicenter of the “concessions” debate. I have helped well over 100 residents fight against 

high, illegal rent increases. Our organization also prompted an investigation by the DC Attorney 

General, which has resulted in a lawsuit against Equity Residential. As president of the Van Ness 

South Tenants Association, I strongly request that you abandon your potentially damaging 

legislation, and that work with is in other ways to fight the “concession” scam.   

 

Sincerely yours, 

 

President, Van Ness South Tenants Association 

 

Cc:  Members of the Van Ness South Tenants Association 

 Members of the City Council 


