WILLIAM A. CRAVEN
CHAIRMAN

RALPH C. DILLS
JOHN DOOLITTLE
DAN McCORQUODALE
HENRY MELLO
ROBERT PRESLEY

California Legislature

Senate Select Committee
on

Mobilehomes

SENATOR WILLIAM A. CRAVEN

CHAIRMAN

TRANSCRIPT OF HEARING
ON
“MOBILEHOME PARK RENTS,
FEES & CHARGES”

CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS
ESCONDIDO, CALIFORNIA
OCTOBER 29, 1990

COMMITTEE ADDRESS

1100 J STREET
ROOM 511
SACRAMENTO. CA 95814
(916) 324-4282

JOHN G. TENNYSON
COMMITTEE CONSULTANT

SALLY RIDGEWAY
COMMITTEE SECRETARY

541-S



Additional copies of this publication may be purchased for $8.00 per copy from:

Joint Publications
State Capitol, Box 942849
Sacramento, CA 94249-0001

Please add California sales tax. Make checks payable to STATE OF CALIFORNIA.



WILLIAM A. CRAVEN
CHAIRMAN
RALPH C. DILLS
JOHN DOOLITTLE
DAN MCCORQUODALE
HENRY MELLO
ROBERT PRESLEY

California Legislature

Senate Select Committee
on

Mobilehomes

SENATOR WILLIAM A. CRAVEN
CHAIRMAN

TRANSCRIPT OF HEARING

"MOBILEHOME PARK RENTS, FEES & CHARGES"

CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS

ESCONDIDO, CALIFORNIA

OCTOBER 29, 1990

COMMITTEE ADDRESS

1100 J STREET
ROOM 511
SACRAMENTO. CA 95814
(916) 324-4282

JOHN G. TENNYSON
COMMITTEE CONSULTANT

SALLY RIDGEWAY
COMMITTEE SECRETARY



SECTION I

TABLE C F CONTENTS

OCTOBER 29, 1990




TABLE OF CONTENTS

PAGE
SECTION II - LIST OF WITNESSES
SECTION IITI - BACKGROUND PAPER ......ccceeeucecocnon i-iv
SECTION IV - TRANSCRIPT OF TESTIMONY .....c..- ceees 1-75
SECTION V — SUMMARY .. ctcecveecconcocccocccsacasosss 76-78

SECTION VI - APPENDIX (Selected Materials) ........ 78-153



SECTION ITI

LIST O F WITDNEGSG SES

OCTOBER 29, 1990




LIST OF WITNESSES

PAGE
PHIL COLOMBO ...t toteeeececosososoocosoosocnsassssosossssscssss 2- 3
DON OLMSTED ottt eeeeecosocosascooonccccsoesassssasssscscssssses 3= 5
RUDELL SWEET .+t et iteeeeeeeoeeoscooescancescsssssasososesssssoscacses 6= 7
LUCILLE COLLIER 4.ttt eeececacoacsocesssosssassosssscssssscessse 7= 9
JERRY LENHARD .t ittt it teeeeeeoeoecooeocoasenasosoancsscossssscsos 2,9-15
K. L. CARRINGTON .. cvceeoeosoacscasososoacaasasasnnssasossscss 15-17
SUE LOFTIN o et eoeeoetososcoesoscesecsssoossoenosssasossssssssse 17-22
ELODIA GONZALES .. it eoeoceocansasoseaoncsssossanssssssosssss 22-25
LEN WEHRMAN . 4o oo e e oeoesosccoscosososoossssssccccocsscoscsassass 26-29
MAURICE PRIEST ..t cececosoeoosososscesossososcesccscasosccssssscsss 30-37
JERRY HARMON ... ¢ et eeereeoeeoeooocooasocacancsscsosososcssoscsecsoe 38-39
JEFFREY EPP ...ttt icieneeoesoncsoocsssconscsosacanccssososcss 39-44
CRAIG BIDDLE .+ttt eteeeeeeeesoeosoecsocseonaansancscssscesosceseoeses 44-48
NORM MCADOO e ot e v cvcooooccosoccacecosacesssosososoassssssscsss 49-54
AL YBARRA:. ¢ c ¢t et e cetesecoecscscscscsascscsssccscscssscnssssssssscs 54-57
MARTE MALONE .+ttt ettt eteeeonnoesesssseosssacssssosnsssssssocsos 57-59
GERALD FISHER ¢ ¢ cccococecoesosccoocooccococosossascescsossscssoscssss 59-60
GERALD GIBBS ..ttt it itineeeeenecaoccaseoanasososossocsssssscsacse 61-64
DAN HENTSCHKE .. ittt ittt eeeeeetoeoesosaoaoasosssossacsessessss 64
CLARA HENNELL ¢ .t cteeeoeoesosocooooocsocacoesssssssssssssessscseese 65-66
DALE HAWLEY .ttt it ottt teoeoeoenosassocasasssososssssesosscsscss 67-70

SUSAN REY ittt ittt vnteeensceesasesaaeseencsssssssssassnsssssses 71-73



SECTION ITITI

BACKGROUND PAPER

OCTOBER 29, 1990




PAGE 1

- BACKGROUND PAPER -

HEARING ON MOBILEHOME PARK RENTS, FEES, & CHARGES

ESCONDIDO, OCTOBER 29, 1990

Historically, one of the most frequent complaints from mobilehome park
residents has been increasing rents, charges, and fees for use of the
space and facilities. Mobilehome parks are unique in the housing
industry in that they provide the land on which the park resident or
mobilehome owner's unit is installed, usually for the life of the park.

ADVANTAGES FOR HOMEOWNERS & PARK OWNERS

Mobilehome owners have found this attractive because they may be able
to garner some of the benefits of home ownership, such as income tax
deductions for home mortgages and property taxes, without being
directly responsible for land costs. Additionally, they have enjoyed
the privileges of a planned community, such as a mobilehome park, with
its attributes of security and, in many cases, provisions for
recreational facilities, such as a clubhouse, swimming pool, etc.

In the past, the fact that the rent in mobilehome parks was often less
expensive, than renting an apartment, was an added bonus, particularly
for retired citizens seeking long-term affordable housing during a
period where their income would be more or less fixed.

Park owners, by the same token, have found mobilehome parks to be a
good investment in most cases. Unlike the risks of stick built
subdivisions or developments, park owners did not have to lay out the
same kind of large initial investments to both develop the land and
build the homes, with the hope that such homes could be sold relatively
quickly for a return on investment. Rather, developers have
traditionally looked upon parks as long-term investments. They develop
the land into lots, install the streets and utilities, and build a club
house, not to resell it but to provide a so-called "stream of income"
over the years from the rent paid by the residents, who install their
homes on the respective spaces.
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RENT INCREASES REFLECTED CHANGES IN INDUSTRY

While mobilehome parks were being developed and the number of park
spaces met the demand, rents remained competitive. But, as the
development of new mobilehome parks began to taper off in the mid
1970's, demand began to exceed supply. This resulted in increasing
rents, in most parks, with park spaces, in some cases, available only
at a premium. In addition, with the turnover in ownership of some
parks, second generation park owners sought to cover their debt
service, increased property taxes, as well as the return on their
investment, by increasing rents, in some parks, to not insignificant
amounts. Thus began a storm of protest in such parks, primarily by
senior citizens who were afraid they would be economically evicted.
Advocates of mobilehome owners began to call for rent control as a
means of stabilizing rents for senior citizens and regulating the
amount of annual park rent increases.

RENT CONTROL

According to information from the California Department of Housing and
Community Development, the City of Vacaville was the first local
jurisdiction in California to enact a mobilehome rent control ordinance
in 1977. Since that time, more than 80 local jurisdictions have
enacted some form of rent control or stabilization for mobilehome
parks, although some communities have since repealed or sunsetted those
ordinances. Today there are approximately 70 local rent control ordi-
nuances, mostly in cities with large concentrations of mobilehome
parks.

Local rent control takes on a number of forms. Ordinances are not’
necessarily consistent from community to community, though all have the
same objective of regulating rent increases in mobile parks. 1In some
communities, the amount of rent which a park owner can charge on an
annual basis is fixed in the ordinance to a certain percentage of the
consumer price index, as published by the U.S. Department of Commerce
for that given metropolitan area. 1In other jurisdictions, a rent
review board or commission establishes the rent guidelines. Such
boards may consist of local officials and representatives of both park
owners and residents hear appeals from either park residents who are
challenging rent increases, or park owners who are asking for rent
increases. The board then makes a final determination on whether an
increase in a given park shall be permitted on a case by case basis.

In still other localities, there is really not a control of rent per se
but an arbitration or mediation process, where residents and management
come together to try to work out their differences with regard to rent
terms. Recommendations of mediating parties are not, of course,
binding.

A LOCAL ISSUE

Rent issues have traditionally been treated as local matters. Other
than the attempts to regulate rent control through the use of Civil
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Code Section 798.17 leases, and the 60-day written notice requirement
for park owners in giving their residents warning of future increases,
the state, through the Mobilehome Residency Law, does not regulate park
rents. Attempts were made in 1978 and 1980 through two pieces of
legislation, sponsored by mobilehome owners' groups, to enact statewide
rent stabilization. These efforts died in legislative committees.
Where circumstances in vacancy rates and other housing situations
differ from community to community, the Legislature has preferred to
let local governments deal with what they feel is a uniquely local
problem.

PARK OWNER RESPONSE TO RENT CONTROL

To most park owners, rent control is an anathema. It is a direct
challenge to the concept of the free market economy and private
enterprise because it is a governmental regulation of the profits of
the park industry. As such, due to the increasing number of rent
control measures enacted by city councils, boards of supervisors, as
well as by local initiative, park owners, in the mid 1980's, began a
more aggressive approach to stop rent control in its tracks.

Attempts were made through state legislation in Sacramento to pre-empt
or otherwise phase out local rent control. These efforts were
co-sponsored by the California Association of Realtors, the Western
Mobilehome Association, the California Building Industry Association,
and other developer and property management groups. Generally, with
the exception of legislation applied to cases of rent control on
commercial property, such efforts have not been successful in the
Legislature. However, the Western Mobilehome Association was partly
successful in dealing with the problem through 1985 legislation,
SB-1352 (L.Greene). This bill, effective January 1, 1986, authorized
park owners to offer so-called 798.17 long-term leases of more than one
year, which, by state policy, are exempt from local rent control.

Since that time, the matter of long-term rent control-exempt leases has
fostered a whole new series of issues and sub-issues. (See addendum)

Mobilehome park owners have also thwarted local rent ordinances through
circulation of local initiative petitions, so-called "property rights"
initiatives, in many communities. These attempts have been designed to
either force repeal of existing rent control ordinances, where they
exist, or to blunt attempts by residents to enact rent control in other
communities through the initiative process. Their efforts have only
been partially successful.

Park owners, however, have achieved their most success in the courts.
Although there have been lawsuits concerning local rent control
ordinances for years, the 1989 Hall vs. Santa Barbara Case is the most
important. Mrs. Hall, a Santa Barbara park owner, sued Santa Barbara
claiming the city rent control ordinance was an unconstitutional taking
of her property because the ordinance controlled not only the rent for
existing homeowners but those of prospective homeowners and mobilehome
buyers as well. Mrs. Hall's attorneys asserted that comparable
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mobilehomes in mobile parks in adjacent Santa Barbara communities
without rent controls did not command as high a resale price as
mobilehomes under the Santa Barbara ordinance. They argued that rent
controlled mobilehomes, upon resale, commanded a premium price and that
the difference in the price between the homes in a rent control
jurisdiction and those not so protected was actually the park owner's
property right - in dollar terms - which was expropriated by the rent
control ordinance in question. The Federal District Court agreed and
ruled the Santa Barbara ordinance unconstitutional, requiring that the
City amend the ordinance to conform with the court's decision, as well
as awarding damages to Mrs. Hall going back to 1986.

Basically, the Hall decisiosn stands for vacancy de-control, meaning
that, in the Santa Barbara case, the 1986 ordinance could only protect
the rent of then existing home owners, not subsequent buyers of those
mobilehomes. Upon resale, those spaces with mobilehomes which transfer
ownership would be "de-controlled" and subject to market rates.

Although the Hall decision only applied to the City of Santa Barbara,
park owner associations have since approached other rent control
cities, contending that they too could be sued unless their ordinances
were changed to conform to the Hall decision - that is, amended to
include vacancy de-control. About half the cities with mobilehome rent
ordinances without de-control have subsequently amended their
ordinances; others, which have not adopted de-control, face potential
litigation.

With this background in mind, and continued and renewed complaints on
the part of mobilehome owners concerning even larger increases in
rents, fees, and other charges, the Committee has requested
representatives from both local and state governments, private
consultants, attorneys, and representatives from both resident and park
owner groups, to provide suggestions and recommendations for changes
which the Committee might consider in dealing with the problem of
increased fees and charges in mobilehome parks and the need to maintain
affordable housing for mobilehome owners.
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- ADDENDUM TO 10/29/90 ESCONDIDO HEARING BACKGROUND PAPER =

RENT CONTROL-EXEMPT LEASES - A CONTINUING CONTROVERSY

In addition to the traditional month-to-month or one year rental
agreements, which park owners are obligated by law to provide their
residents under 798.18 of the Civil Code, Senate Bill 1352 (Leroy
Greene), was enacted in 1985, as Civil Code Section 798.17, to ,
authorize park owners to offer long—-term rental agreements of more than
one year which are exempt from local rent control.

When park owners began offering these long-term agreements or leases in
1986, problems cropped up almost immediately. There were numerous
claims by park residents that park owners were trying to force
homeowners to sign the leases, were refusing to let homeowners review
the leases before signing them, and were threatening to raise the rent
to much higher levels if the residents refused to sign the leases and
continued to insist on their right to rent on a month-to-month or
year-to-year basis.

As such SB 2141 (Greene & Craven) was enacted in 1986, which made a
number of reforms in the 798.17 leases by providing that homeowners had
the right of 30 days to review such a lease, a 72 hour cooling off
period to back out of the lease and the right to reject the lease
without incurring an increase in rent, over and above what was offered
in the long-term lease, for a period of 12 months thereafter, among
other provisions.

However, even with SB 2141, legislators continued to receive frequent
complaints about practices in some parks regarding long-term rent
control-exempt leases. Many of the leases were so worded as to permit
park owners to require homeowners to renew the leases at the end of the
first term, as a condition of the homeowner's continued tenancy, for
multiple terms, up to 25 and 30 years in some cases. Most leases
permitted park owners to pass through, in addition to the rent
increases called for in the leases, various costs of operating the
park, such as taxes, maintenance, insurance, legal costs, etc. Most
park owners prohibited buyers from moving into a mobilehome which they
had purchased in the park without signing a 798.17 lease by denying
those prospective homeowners the right to a one year or month-to-month
tenancy.

Legislation stemming from hearings of the Select Committee was
introduced three years in a row by Senator Craven to deal with the
so-called "prospective homeowner" problem - to extend parity to
prospective homeowners - giving them equal treatment with homeowners in
terms of their specific right to a one year or month to month rental
agreement, rather than being forced to sign a long-term lease as a
condition of tenancy in the park.
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The first such bill, SB-1886 (1988), passed the Senate but failed
passage in the Assembly Housing Committee. The second, SB-440 (1989),
also passed the Senate but was bottled up in the Assembly Housing
Committee by disabling amendments forced into the bill against the
author's wishes by Assemblyman Ferguson (R-Newport Beach). The bill
was later gutted and used for other purposes not related to this issue.

The last such measure, SB-2009 (1990), again attempted to change the
law to give prospective homeowners the right to sign a one year or
month-to-month rental agreement, rather than the 798.17 lease. After
extensive debate, however, the Senate Judiciary Committee amended SB-
2009 - by striking the parity provisions and addressing some of the
resident complaints in another fashion. Although Judiciary amendments
clarify the existing state law, which does not provide for the right of
prospective homeowners to a one year or month-to-month tenancy, the
amended and chaptered version of SB-2009 does provide that such leases
signed after January 1, 1991 are limited to a maximum five year term,
restricts mandatory assignment of such leases to the balance of such a
five year term, and prohibits automatic, unilateral extension of such
leases at the end of the term by the park management without the
consent of the mobilehome owner.

Some park owner attorneys, however, have construed SB-2009 to deny
local governments as of January 1, 1991, the power, under their local
rent ordinances, to protect prospective homeowners from having to sign
these 798.17 long-term leases as a condition of tenancy. This issue
did not come up in the Senate Judiciary or Assembly Housing committee
hearings on SB-2009 and was not considered by the Legislature, nor has
the issue of local control of 798.17 leases been referenced in Select
Committee hearings on lease issues in the past.

Due to inquiries by several cities concerning the issue of whether
SB-2009 limits the authority of local governments in this regard, the
Select Committee has requested a Legislative Counsel's opinion.
Depending on the outcome of the opinion, to the extent that local
regulation of long-term leases becomes yet another in a series of
issues involving these controversial leases, clarifying legislation may
again be required in 1991.
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SENATE SELECT COMMITTEE ON MOBILEHOMES HEARING TRANSCRIPT
MOBILEHOME PARK RENTS, FEES, & CHARGES
ESCONDIDO CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS
MONDZY, OCTOBER 29, 1990

SENATOR CRAVEN: Thank you very much for being with us today for this

hearing of the Senate Select Committee on Mobilehomes. I have with me
today one of my very valued colleagues, Senator Bob Presley, who
represents Riverside County and who may very well have the greatest
mobilehome constituency within the State of California. He is to my
left, and Dave Olivieri, one of our Sergeant-at-Arms, is seated next to
him, and to my right, someone I think most of you are familiar with, John

Tennyson, who is the Consultant for the Select Committee.

Today, we are very pleased to be here in the City of Escondido and
equally pleased to have with us the Honorable Mayor of the City of
Escondido, the Honorable Jerry Harmon... Jerry. Thank you very much,

Jerry. You're very kind.

We have an agenda which we will try to follow and, as we always do, we
ask you to try to keep your comments to 5 minutes, aside from questions
which you might be asked - that doesn't count in the 5 minutes time, and
we will try to move along as quickly as we can. Hopefully, we can

provide you some information that will be advantageous to you.

Let's begin this morning with Mr. Gerald Lenhard. Good morning, Jerry.
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JERRY LENHARD: Good morning, Senator Craven. (applause)

SENATOR CRAVEN: I want to tell you, Jerry, it's very unusual - and Bob

can tell you this - that people who testify before committees get
applause. Bob heads the important finance operation in the Senate, so
most of the time, people get up and testify for him, they get booed,

don't they? Go ahead, Jerry.

JERRY LENHARD: Most of the time they boo after you talk! I'm going to

be real brief, Senator. I was going to speak for an elderly woman who
can't be here, and I have given up my time to a gentleman here, Mr. Phil
Colombo, because he has a story to tell that I think should be heard and

made part of these minutes, so I'd like to give this time to Mr. Colombo.

SENATOR CRAVEN: Very well, Jerry. Good morning, Mr. Colombo.

PHIL COLOMBO: Good morning. My name is Phil Colombo, and I live at 225

Riley Place in Escondido. In August of 1989, I purchased a mobilehome
and moved to a mobilehome park. I signed a five-year lease at a 20
percent increase which, at the time we signed the lease, I figured that's
all there was, so we took it as an alternate home for our daughter.

Three or four weeks later, by reading the local paper and learning of
rent control and ordinance 88-50, I came to the conclusion that this was
offered to us illegally and falsified. So I contacted the city, and they
told me to bring in my evidence, which I did, after which I was contacted

by the City Attorney's office. I was encouraged to file a lawsuit, which
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I did. And, then, I was contacted after the hearings were held by the
judge - instead of a civil suit, they felt there was enough evidence to
file a criminal charge, which I said I would pursue. What it boils down
to is, I guess with this new bill - this SB 2009, which is not due to
take effect until January 1991 - I was informed last week that my charges
were going to be dropped, which I feel was a little unfair because it
happened back in 1990, and the bill doesn't take effect until 1991, and I
feel the gentleman has broken the law. Otherwise, I don't feel the man
hours and the time would have been spent on this, if he hadn't. I'm
concerned and I want to present this as a taxpayer and a citizen of this
city, and, as far as I'm concerned, I'm left holding the bag again, which
at the beginning of this lease deal, we didn't know what our rights were,
or what the law was clearly, because of the changes in what we're
supposed to do and not do as far as rent. So, I thank Jerry for this

time, and I thank you.

SENATOR CRAVEN: Next is Don Olmsted, of the Vista Mobilehome Task Force.

DON OLMSTED: Good morning. On only one issue, in the 14 years in my

active participation in mobilehome issues, have I seen the homeowners so
concerned about the future of their lifestyle and the investment they
have in their homes. This was previous to the seventeen-year bill.
During most of those years, I was helping to draft a Golden State
Mobilehome Owners League in San Diego and Imperial Counties. In the last
six months, I have been literally inundated with telephone calls and
letters from colleagues all over the state asking for any ideas I might

have that could restore the value of our homes. My comments are a
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condensation of those concerns from other parts of the state, as most

cannot be here.

All the sections and articles of the Civil Code relate mostly to "tenant"
or "homeowner". If, however, Article 7, Section 798.74 is carefully
read, you see that this limits the ability of the park owner to reject
"the purchaser". If he can pay the rent and reasonably be expected to
obey the rules, he cannot be rejected by the park owner. No other
reasons can be used to reject him. That was the code until 1987. At
that time, the Legislature recognized that many other reasons were being
used to turn down our customers. Then they amended 798.74 and added the
last sentence to 798.74(a), "If the approval of a purchaser is withheld
for any reason other than those stated in this article, the management or
owner may be held liable for all damages proximately resulting
therefrom". That should do it. Right? False. That Section is being
ignored. Now, even more reasons are being used to reject our customers.
If they don't completely remodel the home with thousands of dollars of
costs, if they don't accept a rental agreement with massive increases, if
they don't buy a lease for $100 a year, $500 for 5 years - that's what

they said, buy a lease - that's become a reason to reject our customers.

798.17(d) of the Mobilehome Residency Law adds the right for park owners
to offer gifts to pay for our accepting his lease instead of the option
he is required by law to offer if we reject his lease. Because of this
closed and diminishing market place, some are refused the purchase of our
homes unless they buy the lease. Now the Hall decision seemed to imply

that park owners have always been right. Our homes, upon resale, have
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only a salvage value. The park owner can recapture the percentage of our
homes that we are selling, that he feels is his to sell, in increased
rent to our buyers with decontrol. Again, rents are taking the value of
our homes. The higher the rent increase, the lower the value of our
homes. And now, although SB 2009 does restrict the length of leases,
which we needed, it also sets up all the resale homes for elimination
from existing or future rent control with leases as a prerequisite. We
would be foolish to think that any park owner will allow anyone to buy
our homes without requiring a hefty increase, because of the Hall
decision, and, to boot, sign a lease that is exempt from any fair rent
formula. Now, all the park owner needs is the right of first refusal,

and he would be able to purchase our homes at these inhibited prices.

He now can own 100 percent of these housing complexes instead of the 35
percent he now has invested. We used to have 65 percent of the entire
investment in our collective investments in our homes and landscaping.

I guess that's the only answer. He owns it all or we own it all. We
must all recognize that the homeowner park acquisition is the viable
answer but, also, that will not happen, in most cases, over the long
haul. Most homeowners will not, for one reason or another, be able to
acquire this protection. Hundreds of parks will be acquired but
thousands will not. Park purchases must be encouraged and supported but
most homeowner investors will still be victimized in the end with the
resale of our homes. We can now sell high rent and salvage value homes.
I believe we can and will solve this problem but I haven't a clue as to

how right now.
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SENATOR CRAVEN: Thank you, Don. (applause) Next is Rudy Sweet.

RUDELL SWEET: Good morning and thanks for inviting me to come before

you. I'm Rudell Sweet, 1380 Oakhill Drive, Space 37, Escondido, 92027.

I just want to give you a quick synopsis of our 6 years of mobilehome
prices in Escondido Terrace Mobilehome Park. We bought a mobilehome in
October, 1984, with the hope of living a happy, peaceful, serene and
independent life. We had worked hard and saved for our retirement. We
were a healthy 64-year-old couple and, also, very naive and trusting. We
were told Escondido Terrace was a 55 and over park and quiet; that our
home had been inspected by a licensed contractor and was in good
condition. We also were told, just before close of escrow, that we had
to sign a ten-year lease. Two weeks after move-in, we found that the
fire box in our furnace was cracked, two burners on the stove were burned
out, and the roof leaked. This was the beginning of our hell on earth.
It makes me sad to think about it. We bought a mobilehome from Burt
Caster, CMC Homes; our park property manager here is Caster Management

Corporation; the park is owned by (inaudible) Financial Corporation.

This all boils down to greed for money. Just before HR-1158 went into
effect, we got new rules and regulations, making our park a family park,
after the fact. They had already sold to families. Mr. Caster's sold to
and accepted families in 1988. New rules were revised in Escondido
Terrace Mobilehome Park July, 1989, and, two days later, I noticed the
sign, "families welcome". They breached their own coercive ten-year
lease. Escondido Terrace Mobilehome Park also has moved in 7 new, very

large, double mobilehomes which would be fine - but, upon very small
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lots. Residents are losing part of their spaces to new mobiles - they
are fire traps. Mr. Sweet's and my health are gone from the stress,
intimidation, and harassment from the park and management. Our money is
gone and so is our peace and serenity. All I ever wanted was to be
treated fairly, honestly, and be self-sufficient. Please, Senator
Craven, do everything you possibly can to stop this blatant rape upon us
mobilehome residents, of our health, money, prestige, our dignity, and
serenity. This is all true and I can document it - it's all

documented. ..

I don't know - I didn't put this in where I was supposed to, so I'll just
add it - I'm talking about coercive leases. Everyone in our park has
signed a lease through coercion. When you fill out a resident
application, you have to have a signed lease to go with it before you
ever are accepted in the park. Every new resident gets $50-$100 plus
yearly increases and... then, pass-throughs and other yearly increases.
Our homes will be swallowed up by park owners for salvage and, then,
rented out and paid for in a very few months, and we're seeing this

happen in Escondido every day... it's really sad.

SENATOR CRAVEN: Thank you. (applause) Next is Lucille Collier.

LUCILLE COLLIER: Senator Craven, Mayor Harmon, and ladies and gentlemen,

thank you. I'm an 80-year old woman and, in '88, I had a hip replacement
and a knee replacement, since we've had this conversion. When I moved
into Lawrence Welk Park, we paid $104.50. Since the conversion, my first

raise was $69 a month, my second year, 1988, was $29 a month, in 1989, I
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was raised $75 a month, which I have paid them, but, this last August, I
had to start paying an 80 percent raise which was $335 more, which made
my rent fee... let's see. I was paying $550, then I was raised to $750,
with the $135 makes me pay $835. So, I did go to the office and I
thought it was a mistake - that anybody could be raised 80 percent. And
she said, no others had, and it was not a mistake, and she would see what
she could do. So I suggested that she tell Mr. Holland that I had had
this surgery, just a year and a half before, and that it was just more
than I felt I could pay, and, also, that I knew others that did not get
that same kind of a raise, and they were leasing by the year as I had

done.

When they first started the conversion, I talked to a young gentleman -
we were asked to go to the village hall - and I explained my
circumstances and he felt that I was right just to continue renting by
the year. And I have that letter - the next day, he wrote me a letter
and, if you want it, I'd be glad to make you a copy and send it to you.
Since they could do nothing about it, they offered me - that I could pay
the $550 a month and, then, the $335 would accrue and then if I sold it
or died, then that money would be collected at 12 percent interest. I
said I was not interested in anything like that. So what could I do? I
finally put my mobilehome up for sale. Before the conversion, I had paid
$28,000 for this mobilehome, and I had put over $27,000 in improvements
on this mobilehome, with the new roof, siding, porch, and different
things. I have the papers to prove it. So what could I do but put it up
for sale? At the beginning, it was priced at $47,900. So, when I go to

find out the price of the lot, it was raised to $100,100 and with the
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price of $885 a month rent, I could not sell my coach. So, after two
months now, I'm getting ready now to move my coach to New Mexico where my
son is, because I think 80 percent is too high to raise anyone, and I

thank you very much.

SENATOR CRAVEN: Next is Lorraine Ammerman and Polly Kemper.

JERRY LENHARD: Senator Craven, Jerry Lenhard. Mrs. Ammerman was called

to work and she couldn't come, and I'm going to speak for the other lady.

SENATOR CRAVEN: Okay, very well.

JERRY LENHARD: First of all, before I get into her specifics here, I'd

like to comment that I was at the hearings last year in Carlsbad, and I'd
like to thank you and Senator Presley and John Tennyson for coming down
last year and for coming again this year. We really need these kind of
hearings to make this information known. Last night, I was going through
the report from the hearing last year, and one of the problems - minor
problems, I guess - with these hearings is there's no back and forth, and
maybe that's a good thing, but, sometimes, we get up and say things and
present evidence, and 90 percent of the time, I think, when the residents

do come up here, we are prepared and do document everything we say.

But I noticed at the hearing last year, after most of us were through
talking, Mr. Swanson got up and spoke for WMA, the park owners, and then
some park owners got up and spoke. Mainly, they all said the same thing,

that they don't understand these problems - they don't have these
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problems in the areas where they came from, and they don't believe that
this is going on in other areas of the state. I think Swanson says in
here that this might be one percent of the problem or something, which I
think is just not true. If I could, I'd like to quote one of the things
that Mr. Swanson said, and we don't ever have a chance - like I said,
there's no back and forth - so we don't have a chance to say something
back if they say something that's misleading. He said this in speaking
about new buyers, "The Legislature has always recognized that there's a
difference in a prospective homeowner and an existing homeowner. As Mr.
Doney indicated, the prospective resident has the ability to go elsewhere
to another mobilehome park where no leases are required or to another
form of housing. He is not a captive of that park owner." And that is
true, but, we - the homeowners - are the captives, because we can't sell
our homes. So, if a prospective homeowner comes to buy, and he doesn't
want to sign these ridiculous leases, and - like Mrs. Collier who just
spoke - the owner doesn't really care if she sells her home, because he's
going to get her $885 a month rent as long as she stays on that space.
Luckily, for her, her son came here from New Mexico to help her move back
East, so she made it out of this horrible situation she's in, but it's

going to cost her thousands of dollars to move. I'm sure you understand.

Speaking about this case here - that I'm going to turn in all the
documents on - this woman is typical, I think - she's a widow, she's over
65, she moved into a mobilehome park in August... in June of 1990 - three
or four months ago. Through whatever means you can imagine, she ended up
signing two 5-year leases, which tells me that the park owners -

probably, through their attorneys are already aware of 2009 coming down
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and its implications, and they're already getting around it - they're
having people sign two 5-year leases already. This lease was offered to
her in this manner - if you buy this home - which the park owner is
selling, and he sells most of them in there - if you buy this home, the
price of the home is $52,000, if you sign a month-to-month lease; if you
sign two 5-year leases, the price of the home is $32,000. I will give
you $20,000 if you sign these two 5-year leases, which will also protect
you and guarantee your rent increases will be reasonable and things like
that. Very obviously, she signed this. When I asked her why she signed
it, she said, "I couldn't afford $50,000 for a home but I could afford

$30,000."

Now, on the same park - Ms. Ammerman was going to testify today but she's
not here. Ms. Ammerman was going to testify because she also signed a
5-year lease a year ago, and she believed a lot of things she was told,
and, on her anniversary date 4 months ago, she got a $35 rent increase.
Of course the first stage of this 20 or 30-page lease says that the rent
will go up like 5 or 6 percent a year, CPI, or whichever is higher, ..
those kinds of things. Well, when her rent increase was much higher than
that, she went down to see the park owner, and he said, "Well, you know I
had to fix the streets, and I had to do several things around here, and
that's here in the lease - you know you agreed to pay your fair share of
these things - we're not talking about capital improvements - we're
talking about maintenance." Anyway, as the conversation went on, she
realized what was transpiring, and she told the park owner that, in her
opinion, he had lied to her several times when she had sat down with him

and bought the home and signed this lease. And the upshot of it was that
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he told her that he could set the rent for any amount he wanted to by
that lease. Since then, he has told the same thing to several other
people in the park when they have come down and complained about their
high rent increases. So, what I am saying is that these leases which are
written, I am sure, by the park owners' attorneys - there's no reason for
a lease to be like this. I owned a condominium and I had paid $50,000
for it, which is not a lot of money today, but it's a lot more money than
any park owner has spent on any space in any park in Escondido, I'll tell
you that - it's probably 10 times as much - and when I rent my condomin-
ium out, I have a one page rental agreement that the people sign, and
I've got $50,000 invested in there. I've got drapes and carpets, and, if
the roof leaks, I've got all those kinds of things, furniture to fix and
all that. The park owner has nothing. The people that live in a space
take care of 100 percent of it. They have to take care of 100 percent of
their homes. The average cost for a space in Escondido - and we think we
can document this, too - we'd be glad to sit down with anybody that would
like us to document it - the average cost to maintain a space in a
mobilehome park in Escondido is about $50 a month. So, seeing as how
that's true, then the people are paying $400 and $500 a month, and the
park owners are obviously making $300, $400, $500 a month net profit per

space, and this has been born out of rent hearings here in Escondido.

One of the most recent rent hearings we had was where a park owner was
shown a staff report where the park owner was making 81 percent profit,
which turned out to be about $60,000 per month. Another thing on this
lease, she was charged a $3,000 lease fee - a $3,000 lease fee. Now

previously, this particular park owner was charging $1,000 - 2 years ago
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- he was charging a $1,000 lease fee, and, then, he waived the lease fee
if you agreed to give him the right of first refusal. This new gimmick
here is a $3,000 lease fee, and he waives $700 if you give him the right
of first refusal. She also paid this lease fee at the rate of $170 a
month. So on this lease here, where it says base rent, it says $219.50,
meaning the park owner can tell the city, if they ever ask him how much
rent he's charging per space, well this particular space is $219 - but
you've got to add $170 on that and to prove that this isn't really a
lease fee, it's really rent, he wrote in there in his handwriting that,
after the lease fee is paid, the rent immediately goes up to $414 a
month. So, if you take the $219 she's paying plus the $170 lease fees,
she's starting out at $389. When she finishes paying the lease fee, she
immediately goes to $414, which tells me that the $170 a month is really
rent, right from the start, it never was a lease fee. Also... okay, this
mobilehome that he sold her was a 24-year old mobilehome that he sold her

for $52,000 and this $32,000 business.

I think, if you listened to Mrs. Collier and what happened in her case,
and read this information that I'm going to give you - and there are
other people here, I know, that could come forward with information, and
I understand that a Sergeant-at-Arms is here for that purpose and it will
be incorporated into the record, so, at this time, I'd like to turn these

in and answer any guestions you might have.

JOHN TENNYSON: Mr. Lenhard, you made a statement that some park owners

are requiring people to sign two 5-year leases? Could you elaborate on

that, please?
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JERRY LENHARD: Well, it's in the back of the first year lease, you know,

says it's a five-year lease and gives the terms - the second one, the
only difference is, on the front it says this lease becomes effective
upon completion of lease number one - it's marked at the top as lease

number two.

JOHN TENNYSON: In other words, they're signing one lease with a period

commencing that day until 5 years from now and the second lease is being
signed commencing 5 years from now until a period of time 5 years after

that.

JERRY LENHARD: They're both being signed today, so the lease that goes

into effect 5 years from now is being signed today. Also, there's even
one in there that says that if this lease is found illegal, she agreed to
immediately sell the home back to the park owner, so the guy's got all
kinds of addendums to cover him for any kind of thing. And for park
owners, or WMA representatives, or people like Mr. Swanson that come up
here, as he did last year, and he made statement like these people aren't
- people in mobilehomes aren't intimidated and threatened - my God, most
of them are on leases and that proves they are intimidated or threatened.
He also made the statement that they have very good legal representation.
They have no legal representation. They have GSMOL, which the park
owners are quick to point out they got GSMOL to protect them, but GSMOL
no longer has any legal advice for anybody in the state. These people,
like Mrs. Collier, have no recourse. They can move, or they can go hire

an attorney and Rudy Sweet - one thing Rudy Sweet forgot to tell you -
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she got so disgusted and fed up, and nobody in the park would help her,
so she went on her own and got an attorney, and she went to court and she
had a 5-day trial and her lease was declared an adhesion lease - which,
in my personal opinion, all of these leases are - it was declared an
adhesion lease and illegal, which is great for Rudy. Now, she's the only
one in the park that isn't under the lease; however, park owners, as
usual, keep appealing these cases, until people like Rudy Sweet die, for
then the case would be over, and they would never have to pay anything.
She now has a $50,000 legal bill because there was no protection from the
state and no protection from the city attorney or anybody - she had to go

out and hire her own attorney and she now has a $50,000 legal bill.

SENATOR CRAVEN: Thank you, Jerry. Mrs. K. L. Carrington. All right,

she evidently is not here. ©Oh, I'm sorry, you're Mrs. Carrington.

MRS. K. L. CARRINGTON: I'm sorry I'm late. I didn't think I would be

coming up this soon as they told me when I called in that there were so
many on the list that I would be way down. Okay, I live in a mobile-
home park in Oceanside. Can everybody hear me? A little bit better now?
Okay. We have an ordinance called the Mobilehome Fair Practice
Ordinance, which allows for an annual rent increase and also allows the
park owners to pass on increases and governmental assessments and utility
rates where such utilities are included in the space rent. We received a
notice from the park management on September 5, 1990 - this was mailed
August 31, 1990 - stating that the park was seeking a utility
pass-through, and this was our 60-day notice pursuant to state and local

law. The letter went on to state that the pass-through will be
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retroactive back to July 1, 1990, per the city ordinance. The amount of
the increase - this is still the letter that we received - the amount of
the increase is not yet known, but it is not expected to exceed $10. The
Mobilehome Home Fair Practice Commission in Oceanside, that administers
the ordinance, met on the 19th of September and approved the pass-through
be effective as of July 1, 1990, with the retroactive amount be paid for
the months of July, August, and September, plus the amount for October,
up until the 1st, which was approximately one month after they even
notified us that we were being given a pass-through. The Mobilehome
Residency Law states, "The management shall give a homeowner written
notice of any increase in his or her rent at least 60 days before the
date of the increase." This would be about November 5th. Does this mean
that the park management company can give a notice for 60 days and, then,
increase the rent retroactively or does, the city commission and housing
director violate the state's law in this respect by ordering a lump-sum
payment from the renters for 4 months' charges before the increase was
legal - or, in other words, before the notice? The whole concept of
making raises to rents retroactive seems to contradict the Residency Law
in this respect. The City Housing Director has also issued a report on
why retroactive payments are necessary. In this case, however, renters
do receive a notice of 60 days of the intent to increase. They do not
know how much at that time, but that the increases are to be made

retroactive. Isn't this a violation of this part of the Residency Law?

Another thing that bothers us in Oceanside, is the way the rent increases
are compounded. Just last like your savings account, this increases the

rent much more rapidly and, depending on the percentage of the increase,
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the rent can almost double in 10 to 12 years. Instead of having a base
rent and multiplying that figure by the CPI increase each year and adding
that amount to the rent, they use the last paid rent which includes all
previous increases, thus compounding each increase. They also allow the
pass-through to the rent and then this is included in the rent and also
gives another cost of living increase on that as well this way. We think
the Residency Law really does cover the first problem, but who do we turn
to to ask to enforce it or do something about it? I have a copy of a

couple of the staff reports and the letter we received for you.

SENATOR CRAVEN: Very well. You can give them to the Sergeant, and I

should tell you - all of you - that we record these meetings, and, then,
we make a transcript of it, so everything that you have said will be
contained in that transcript. All right? Thank you. Is Sue Loftin

here? There she is. Good morning, Ms. Loftin.

SUE LOFTIN: Good morning and thank you for taking me out of order. I
appreciate it as I have a hearing in Paso Robles. My name is Sue Loftin.
I am an attorney, and I'm President of Continental Associates. I am a
principal in a company called California Park Properties, Inc., and I'm
Corporate Counsel for Mobilehome Park Conversion Consultants. Over the
last 9 years, I've worked with resident groups in attempting to resolve
the issues arising from dual ownership. They own the homes, the
improvements on the spaces and someone else owns the land. I concur with
Don Olmsted that one solution is the conversion of mobilehome parks.

That does not take care of many of the parks that will not be converted,

and I'd like to address that in a moment.
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I've been requested this morning to address, specifically, the issue of
condominium conversions - in other words, where the residents will
ultimately own their park in a condominium format where they will have a
grant deed to their space and a percentage interest in the common areas
and facilities. I would respectfully request consideration by this
committee on changes in 5 specific code sections. One of the problems
that we have dealt with in condominium conversions has to do with
processing the conversion or the subdivision in a timely manner. At this
point in time, unfortunately, there's only one city in the entire state
that I can, with any degree of comfort, predict a time frame.

Fortunately, that's been in this county, the City of San Marcos.

The 5 Code Sections - I'd like to run through those very briefly. The
first pertains to the Revenue & Taxation Code, Provision 62.1(a) - in the
previous language in this Code Section, condominium mobilehome parks were
included - it was deleted in the rewrite. We have one County assessor in
the County of San Luis Obispo who was saying that if the park was
purchased by the residents and converted to a condominium park, that that
park would not be able to take advantage of the exemption provided under
the Code Section. Revenue & Taxation Code 62.2 provides if there's an
intermediary which can assist in the financing and take title to the
property, while it is being subdivided, that that must be completed
within 270 days - 270 days is adequate time for a co-op or corporation
purchase, for a condominium subdivision, and most jurisdictions that
cannot be completed in 9 months. We would respectfully request that be

extended to 12 months.
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With regard to the processing, Government Code 66432 (b) - this is a
section which provides for an expedited processing with 4 provisions.

The first requires that the residents sign a petition indicating their
intent to purchase the mobilehome park for the purpose of converting it
to a tenant-owned "condo". That provision assumes that the resident
association will purchase the park as a rental mobilehome park and, then,
be the applicant and subdivider. That is only one mode of condominium
conversion. Secondly, the phrase, "intent to purchase" - the residents
cannot individually bind themselves - they do not know as individuals
whether or not they can economically participate at that point. 1In order
to conform this section with other pertinent sections, such as the
Mobilehome Park Assistance Program, we respectfully request that that

phrase be amended to read, "support of resident ownership."

Secondly, within the same Code Section, Subsection b, Subsection 2 and 3
thereof, which requires field surveys of the exterior boundaries - a lot
of lots are not created by recorded parcel or final maps. Then, they
cannot utilize this Code Section. This exempts all but 20 percent of the
mobilehome parks, and we would request that those too be deleted. Under
Government Code Section 66427.4 and 65863.7, where it deals with the
preparation of the tenant impact report, in the event the park is
converted to another use, many cities are utilizing this to
inappropriately bind resident conversions. At the same time, I'm very
concerned about this Section for rental mobilehome parks - park owners
are giving notices of intent to close parks, but, without triggering the

subdivision requirements. The result is that homes are being purchased
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at $1 on every $10 by the park owner, thereby, over a period of time,
closing the park without the park ever having to comply with this

specific Code Section.

JOHN TENNYSON: VYes, Ms. Loftin, two points - first of all, I assume that

you have your proposals for legislation in writing, and that you'll
submit them to the Committee. I'm afraid some of them are a bit esoteric
for this particular hearing, in terms of the technical aspects of them.
The second point I wanted to make is - not to put you on the spot - but,
with regard to the issue of this hearing, that is rent increases, fee
increases, and what have you - this Committee has been told in the past -
and I'm sure we're going to hear more about it today - that conversion of
rental mobilehome parks to resident ownership is, perhaps, one of the
solutions or partial solutions to the problem of rent increases in rental
mobilehome parks - the diminishing affordability of rental mobilehome
parks - to get residents into the driver's seat, so to speak. Is that

correct?

SUE LOFTIN: VYes, that's correct.

JOHN TENNYSON: That is the intention of many of the consultants and

promoters. I understand that one of the earlier speakers, Mrs. Collier,
I believe, lives in a condominium mobilehome park, and she is the one
that has incurred a 300 and some dollar increase. How can we say that
the conversion of a mobilehome park to resident ownership is an answer to
the problems of rent increases when we have these kinds of tremendous

rent increases on tenants in converted parks?
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SUE LOFTIN: You did give me a tough question, but I want to thank you
for the opportunity to answer that question, because I was amazed myself
at her testimony. The last code sections, when I cut myself short,
pertain to the preparation of the tenant impact report. The tenant
impact report is designed - and the purpose is to explain to the city or
the local jurisdiction - what relocation benefits are going to be
required. If there's no relocation, then relocation should be looked at
also as economic eviction. The code sections that would need to be
amended to protect residents, such as Mrs. Collier, would be in those
last stated ones. In the condominium conversions that I've been involved
in, all of the rent structures have been set forth in that document, so
people could anticipate what their rent increases would be. For a
condominium purchase to be successful, it has to combine two elements.
The first element, which another speaker is going to address, is the
ability for all residents, regardless of income level, to be able to
participate in the purchase if they so desire. That is something that
can be accomplished - we've done it to date in eleven condominium
conversions - funded people with as low income as $427 a month. With
regard to those people who do not wish to purchase - and you have to be
prepared that in all parks, with the exception of two, that I'm aware of,
that have not been a hundred percent purchase - the tenant impact report,
which becomes a condition of the map, should address those issues to
protect people from the outrageous rent increases that she has
experienced. I have not heard of that kind of situation in any other
park, so I was quite taken aback myself this morning, and I think that is

an issue that should be addressed because the conversion - there are two
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purposes. First of all, the most important is the economic
stabilization, and they have to be designed to stabilize the economic
life of the people who wish to participate... (inaudible)... and the
local jurisdictions should implement the tools. It is their

responsibility by statute to do so. Thank you very much.

SENATOR CRAVEN: Is Marguerite Ferrante here? All right, let's go to

Susan Rey, an Associate Director of GSMOL... I see... Okay, next on our

agenda is Elodia Gonzales.

ELODIA GONZALES: Thank you, Senator. My name is Elodia Gonzales and I

reside Silver Wing Mobilehome Park, 2970 Coronado Avenue, San Diego,
California, 92154. I am an Assistant Manager, under Marguerite Ferrante,
for the Golden State Mobilehome Owners League. I am also the Vice
President of my Chapter in our park. I don't know if you remember me,
but I am the one that gets very nervous in front of a microphone. I

cannot talk into microphones - they make me very nervous...

SENATOR CRAVEN: VYou're doing very well...

ELODIA GONZALES: That's what you said the last time but I'm still

nervous. So please excuse me if I goof up. Getting back to the leases,
as I said the last time I came before you in our meeting in Carlsbad, in
our park, there is nothing mutually agreed upon. You are only offered a
5 or a 1l0-year lease, and, 1f you don't sign one or the other, you can't
move in. They charge you... the new buyers, they charge about $250 for

the 10-year lease and $300 for the 5-year lease. So, everyone takes the
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l10-year lease because it's more affordable. Now, that is what we need to
know. Most of the old homeowners have not signed a lease, and our rents
are raised from $50 to $75 each year. And now, most of the homeowners
that did sign leases, didn't get their leases until the first raise that
put them up to from $170 to $236, and then they were told, if you sign
the lease, your rents won't go up much more. I think homeowners that
signed the leases only went up $10 this year, and the ones like myself,
that didn't sign their lease, their rent went up $45 this year, so it
seems that the park owners are trying to force us to sign the leases. I
have told my people, my members from GSMOL, not to sign, and I've been
pretty successful, but our rents keep going up a lot more than the people
that have signed, so I think what they are trying to do is punish us so

that we will sign the leases that we do not want to sign.

Now the park has nothing to show for the $350 a month that most of the
newcomers are paying - we have no recreation room, no swimming pool, no
carport, no playgrounds for our children. Now we didn't mind doing
without all these things when we were paying $167 a month, and that's why
we moved to this park to begin with. But $300 just for nothing, we don't
think it's fair - and $250 for the leases on top of that now for the past
4 months, we have been living in the worst of conditions. Our landlord
has made a mess of the park. Now, we understand that this had to be done
- by that, I mean he put in new electricity, fixings, and new pipes, and
new sewers, and everything that he should put, say in a shopping center,
not in our old park - and he seems to tell us, every time he does
something, he gives us a price of what he is spending, because I guess,

when he gets through, he's going to stick it to us on our rent. So he
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wants to ease his conscience of what he's going to do after he gets
through. Now this has been going on for the last 4 months. The park is
all torn up, we have ditches, trenches all over the place, and it's very
dangerous. We have been without any lights for some time, for about 8
hours, we've been with no phones, and the reason for all this is because
he hired Mexican labor to do most of his work - except for electric, he
hired professionals - and then he did not contract, and he just used them
when he needed them, and that's why it's taking so long for us to live
the way we are. I have pictures to show you that our park looks like
they're just building the park - not the people that are living in it
but, the way it's torn up, that's the way you tear up a place when you're
just putting everything in. And, for people to have to live like this,
everybody has complained to me about it, and there's nothing we can do.
He says that he's doing his best but, like I say, it has taken him 4
months for something that he could have done if he had hired the right
people to do the job. And I think that for what he's using the rent for
that he can afford to give us better work, you know, so that we wouldn't
have to go through all this for this length of time. And he's still not
through. He's messed up our yards, we have no lawn, and I don't know if
he will put them in. We were told, when he started, that he was going to
do a section at a time, but he hasn't done that. Since the men that were
doing the labor did not know what they were doing, they kept digging, and
coming back and digging, and it's a mess. Like I say, I have a Cerebral
Palsy daughter, and I have pictures that she's having a very hard time
getting... 1if she would fall there, she would be a lot worse off than
she is right now. Like I say, sometimes when we're taking a bath, the

water would go out and we're all full of soap, and they didn't have to
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notify us, because they would tear up a pipe or something, and all he
does is apologize. So, I don't know if we should sign our leases, so
that we won't get that, but I've heard so much about them now that I
don't even think that the leases could protect us. I think that it's
just something to cover up for what they want to charge, and I don't know
if you would advise people to sign the lease - Mr. Olmsted said mostly
what every one of us is going through and the other gentleman, so living
in a trailer park is not what we thought it was before. I have here...
my landlord gives us a letter every week of what he's doing in the park,
and he has some incriminating speeches about me that he doesn't like,
even though he said that he didn't think it was me that was sending out
the GSMOL letters, but he knows me because I'm the only bilingual. I

have a copy here so that I would like you to look into it. Thank you.

SENATOR CRAVEN: Next is Robert Gould, Chapter President of GSMOL. Not

here? Okay. Walt Wilson, Assistant Manager, Region 9, Riverside County.

All right. Len Wehrman, National Foundation of Manufactured Home Owners.

LEN WEHRMAN: Good morning Senator Craven, Senator Presley...

SENATOR CRAVEN: (inaudible)... during the last few minutes we have been

joined by Assemblywoman Tricia Hunter who is not a member of this
committee, but whose interest has earned her attendance here today. She
has a mobilehome constituency probably as large as anybody in the
Legislature. Her district goes up into Riverside county as well as parts
of Escondido you are familiar with. I want to thank you for being with

us today and want to thank you for the support you have given all along.
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LEN WEHRMAN: Thank you. Good morning again, Senator Craven, Senator

Presley, Assemblywoman Hunter, Mayor Harmon, John Tennyson, if I may. My
name is Leonard Wehrman. I serve in many capacities in this - mobilehome
affairs. First of all, I serve on the GSMOL legislative committee and
have been around GSMOL for twenty-plus years. I also wear a rather
significant hat, that I serve as the national coordinator for all
mobilehome associations in the United States, of which there are
twenty-one. I have been asked by Dave Hennessy, the President of GSMOL,
to stand in for him here today and to make certain comments for this
public hearing. Dave wanted to be here in person, but his work schedule

simply wouldn't permit it.

Senators Presley, Craven, and Ms. Hunter, on behalf of GSMOL and 150,000
mobilehome owners and members of the league we thank you for holding this
public hearing and for the major topic that's up today, "rent, fees and
charges in mobilehome parks." We also want to convey our most sincere
appreciation to each of you for your leadership, your legislative skills,
and for your deep concern for the mobilehome owners in the state of
California. President Hennessy wanted me to specifically thank you,
Senator Craven, for offering much of the legislation for GSMOL during the
past year and in fact, years in the past. We also know that these are
trying times for state legislators, both in the Senate and in the
Assembly. But your perseverance and your patience has led to much
success for homeowners and GSMOL members all across the state, and for

that, we thank each of you very much.
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SENATOR CRAVEN: Thank you for recognizing the effort. (applause)

LEN WERHMAN: In addition to the Senators and Assemblywoman Hunter, GSMOL

is very fortunate to have John Tennyson as the Senate Select Committee
Consultant. Besides being a storehouse of knowledge, John is most
generous and gracious with sharing his vast array of expertise in working
with the homeowners. You need only to phone Sacramento and the Senate
Select Committee to find out John's dedication and vast array of know-

ledge, and, frankly, on behalf of GSMOL, we sincerely appreciate that.

JOHN TENNYSON: Thank you, Len.

LEN WEHRMAN: Perhaps, Senator, some of you are not aware of this, but

your outstanding reputation and legislative accomplishments are well
known nationwide through the National Foundation of Manufactured
Homeowners. As I said previously, in the twenty-one state associations
all across the United States, are most interested in the legislation that
you offer, and particularly in the legislative summary. I can assure
you, that they get most of this material many of them copy or try to

emulate what California does.

Senator, if we may, we'd like to make some general comments directly to
the theme of this public hearing. The park owners and management, and
specifically their attorneys and legal counselors, have placed mobilehome
ownership in California and all across the nation in serious peril. At
at time when we are all seeking and need good affordable housing and a

stable mobilehome community environment, as we've had in the past, they
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have through greed and arrogance, and frankly, using millions of dollars
of homeowner rent money, put this form of housing on an economic
collision course. The four letter word, "rent", has become a
battleground. It is a word that even the Two Live Crew albums do not
include anymore. No one seems to understand what rent includes, or
excludes. Senator, we do need new legislation in 1991 to clearly define
and clarify what is rent, what it includes, what it excludes. The term
"rent" has become void of any meaning anymore. The park managements are
always trying to include anything and everything, even normal repairs,
routine maintenance, minor expenses incurred by the management, and just
about anything they think that they can pass on to residents. Many
times, these are presented to the homeowners just prior to the sale of a
mobilehome park, in fact, most of the repairs and maintenance are done as
a result of anticipated sales. Specifically, pass-throughs for
electricity and natural gas utility distribution system in a mobilehome
park that are not under the jurisdiction of the California Public Utility
Commission, and this represents a very serious breach of agreement.
Public Utilities Code 739.5 and 739, and specifically 739 as it relates
to customer service charges, allow for a very generous dollar amount
called a deferential, a discount if you prefer, to compensate the
management for the upkeep of the system, just as though the providing
utility corporation was doing it on an average cost basis. According to
documentation developed by the Western Mobilehome Association and on each
rate application by the utility companies, this differential plus its
customer service charges, in certain areas in Southern California,
particularly, includes monies for such things as, professional

management, that is off-site management, resident management, on-site
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management, the reading of meters, replacement of meters, calculation of
bills, payment of federal and state taxes on utility systems, interest on
utility debts, return on investment, which is allowed on about a 10% rate
profit margin, granted to them through the discount, interest on utility
debts, maintenance and upkeep on systems, write-off on uncollectible
bills, purchase and installation of transformers and such equipment. And
frankly, Senators and Assemblywoman Hunter, anything that a utility
company would have to do to maintain the system is included in
differential that goes to the customer. And when you consider the
diversity factor, which are also included, the management is well
compensated for the system between the master meter and submeter, which
is obviously to the home. GSMOL further believes that this entire issue
needs to be further clarified. Legislation for 1991 is highly
recommended. In short, except in very unusual circumstances, utility
systems are already being paid for by the homeowners, and by the
ratepayers, and through the discount the park operators get. We need to
clarify and define the term "capital improvements." The IRS Code, the
Franchise Tax Code are not... (inaudible)... cost for passing these along

to the residents.

Senator Craven, and Members of this Committee, we will leave other
comments to those on the agenda wishing to testify. However, we pledge
our support to work with you, John Tennyson, and members of the various
committees, and others to achieve our goal and objectives. Thank you for
being there, each of you, when we needed you. On behalf of GSMOL, and
the membership, we are also looking forward to a most productive year in

1991. And, if you have any questions, I will be glad to respond to them.
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SENATOR CRAVEN: Thank you, Len. (applause) Next we have Maurice

Priest, legislative advocate for GSMOL.

MAURICE PRIEST: Good morning Senator Craven, Senator Presley, Assembly-

woman Hunter, John Tennyson and members and GSMOL residents of Escondido.
I know that there are many of you here from other areas of Southern
California as well. On behalf of GSMOL I want to thank you for having
this hearing and for your interest in what we consider to be the number
one issue facing mobilehome owners throughout California. As you may
know, Senator Presley held a hearing, Jjust over a week ago, in Riverside
County, where hundreds of residents of Riverside County echoed the same
comments that we've heard this morning about rent, about leases that have
been used by park owners to exempt mobilehome spaces from the benefit of
local rent control, and so we are well aware of the problem that is
facing mobilehome owners in this area and throughout the state.
Approximately four years ago when it appeared that mobilehome residents
in California had turned the corner in terms of gaining passage of
mobilehome rent control ordinances, GSMOL as well as other aspects of the
mobilehome industry considered what alternatives we had for escalating
rents. Mobilehome rent control ordinances have not been embraced by all
cities throughout California. Many cities have been unwilling to do what
the City of Escondido has done, what the City of San Marcos has done,

and other areas of California.

We've spearheaded, through GSMOL, a legislative program and, through

former President Marie Malone, the resident purchase of mobilehome parks,



- PAGE 31 -

as one permanent solution to the escalating rent problems, with the
single exception of Mrs. Collier's testimony that I also heard this
morning about escalating rents. I'm very sorry that she has experienced
that and that is, as Ms. Loftin said, the only example that I have heard
of something that drastic happening to anyone who was unable to
participate in a resident purchase of a park. I'm sorry for her story
and what she has experienced, but I'm glad to say that, in terms of a
statewide view, that is the exception to the rule. Most residents have
been able to benefit when the residents within a mobilehome park have

been able to collectively purchase the ground from the park owner.

But in pursuing and exploring alternatives to rent control ordinances
when cities no longer seemed enamored with passing rent control
ordinances, GSMOL did give serious consideration to the use of leases and
rental agreements that would be negotiated between mobilehome owners as
well as park owners. At that time, we were looking at the normal
business situation, where people in an equal bargaining position aré able
to negotiate or to hammer out a lease agreement or a rental agreement
that may be beneficial to both parties. Not only the mobilehome owner,
who has the investment, but also the park owner who is interested in
getting rent for that space. You'll recall that, approximately four
years ago, GSMOL formulated a GSMOL model lease, that we recommended to
be used by GSMOL Chapters and our members. We cautioned against the
provisions in many park owner leases that hampered mobilehome owners who
were offered those leases and assigned them. And I would say that the
level of awareness concerning negative aspects of leases reached an all

time high because of the focus that GSMOL gave us. When Civil Code
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798.17 passed, authored by Senator Leroy Greene, and it said that, if a
lease agreement was entered between a mobilehome owner and the park
owner, that space would become exempt from rent control, we totally
underestimated the ability of park owners to coerce signatures on those
documents. In the ideal business world, given normal arms length
negotiations and back and forth discussions, the concept and the theory
was a good one, but we underestimated the effect and motivation that park
owners would have to gain your signature on those documents at any cost.
It was the willingness of cities, such as Escondido and San Marcos to
regulate these rents that even caused even greater motivation on the park
owners to get your signature. I mean, if some cities were unwilling to
give you an ordinance, and they didn't have to bother with a lease
agreement, right? Because they could, on a month-to-month basis,
increase it to whatever they wanted. But, if your cities were willing to
give you rent a control ordinance, then the park owners were more
motivated than ever to get your signature on a lease, so that your space

would become exempt from the rent control ordinance.

Now, recently, there's been a lot of discussion, and there has been this
morning, and I've seen the bulletins that have been prepared by Escondido
Mobilehome Positive Action Committee and by Mr. Lenhard, who has spoken,
and Mr. Olmsted, and I've seen many of these comments with regard to the
passage of SB-2009. And GSMOL worked on SB-2009. It was not what we
originally set out to obtain. We wanted to provide far more protections
for prospective homeowners than they've ever had under existing law. We
could not obtain passage of the original wording of the bill as it went

through the legislative process. Certain amendments were made to the
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bill, but what we ended up with was a bill that limited the term of
leases that gave prospective homeowners the right to review leases and to

give them other protections under the lease.

I think, and the comment that I would like to leave with you this
morning, particularly those who have been recently insensed or enraged
regarding the bill, is that, if I've heard the testimony correctly, most
of you within the City of Escondido and many of you in mobilehome parks
today have already signed leases with those park owners and that, after
you've lived with those leases a number of years, you found out they are
terrible leases, that they cost you money and they, basically, guarantee
rental increases every year - substantial rental increases. So that, at
the time you go to sell your mobilehome, even if the City of Escondido's
ordinance applies, and there could be no increase to your prospective
homeowner, what I've heard this morning is that the rent has already
reached such a level that, in effect, the damage has been done in many
cases. It's going to be difficult to sell those mobilehomes whether
SB-2009 existed or not. Whether the City of Escondido was willing to
protect your prospective homeowner from further increases, the fact that
your rents have reached this level has caused the damage. If that is
true, and that's what you're experiencing, the answer to that problem
that I know exists, is the repeal of Civil Code Section 798.17... a
repeal of the Section that says if a park owner somehow finds a way to
obtain your signature on a lease, you're exempt from a rent control
ordinance. That is at least part of the solution to the problem. The
other part would be to continue programs that can encourage and enable

you to purchase the parks where you live.
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With regard to SB-2009 this year, I was not personally familiar with the
specific provisions of the Escondido ordinance, at the time we worked on
that. There are, as you know, hundreds of cities throughout the state.
We worked closely with the League of Cities on many issues and attempt to
brief ourselves in every single aspect of the law that we can. And it's
difficult, and I'm not making any excuses for it, but it's difficult to
be personally familiar and have expertise in every single ordinance in
every single city in the state when you're working on certain aspects of
an industry. And I have had a chance since the passage of 2009 to review
specific provisions of the ordinance. And because of the rent levels
that exist in Escondido anyway, for those of you who have signed leases,
I don't know, and I can't conclude yet what an impact it will have on
ability to resell if the rents have already reached that level. Because
the Escondido ordinance that applies to prospective homeowners does not
guarantee a rollback for your buyers, it just enabled them to review the
leases that were offered, so that there would be some protection, at
least some check upon that. And that's good control. I want you to know
that, Senator Craven, and for those of you who are here, GSMOL
appreciates the help that cities are willing to give. I wish that there
were more cities like Escondido who were willing to adopt ordinances.

And we would never, ever, knowingly do anything that would undercut or
jeopardize a local ordinance that is willing to help mobilehome owners.
We would just never do that. And what we need to focus our attention on
now, and the GSMOL legislative committee has already stated that, is the
repeal of Civil Code 798.17 that exempts spaces from rent control. It is

our number one legislative priority. It's going to be a difficult step
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to obtain. It's not going to be easy. What we don't need is mobilehome
owners fragmented throughout the state. We don't need groups that are so
displeased at what GSMOL may have done in Sacramento, on one particular
bill, that you don't help us when we try to go forward and find a

solution to the remaining problems. It's going to be a lot of work.

One thing that we did, that was mentioned, I believe, by Ms. Loftin this
morning, there was an attempt this year by park owners to take away a
city's right to use eminent domain to assist mobilehome owners who want
to buy their parks. GSMOL went all out and, with the assistance of
Assemblywoman Tricia Hunter, we were able to defeat that bill. Now, what
that means is that, if rents take on runaway proportions as they have in
many parts of the state, if there is no help in sight for the economic
eviction of mobilehome owners, and, if park owners announced the closure
of existing mobilehome parks, as Ms. Loftin said, what they were doing in
many parts of the state, not because they really intend to close them but
because that's another way to put pressure on the mobilehome park
residents, and when cities see that the amount of affordable housing is
dwindling within their cities, and they want to do something about it,
one right they have is to preserve affordable housing through the use of
eminent domain, as long as that's not taken away legislatively. We
stopped the park owners' bill that would have taken away the rights of
cities to use eminent domain to preserve affordable housing and assist
mobilehome owners who are interested in purchasing their parks, so that's
another thing for which we have to be on guard. But I would ask for your
help this year, and I want to thank the Committee for the opportunity to

address the issue. But I would sincerely ask for the help of everyone in
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this room in our efforts to repeal Civil Code 798.17, to continue
assisting with the resident purchase of mobilehome parks, and to make
sure that the authority that cities have to adopt favorable ordinances is
not further whittled down through legislation at the state level. Thank

you very much.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN HUNTER: Maury, just a couple of questions. In my experi-

ence, when I rented an apartment, the purpose of signing a lease was to
assure that my rent never went up. What's going on with the leases in
the mobilehome parks where this is having just the opposite effect, and

why would anyone lease in the first place?

MR. PRIEST: Most people who have signed leases and never... and I'l1l

just assume this, okay. I won't try to burden anyone else with this.

I'm going to assume it, and I'm going to state it. Most of the park
owners or managers, I suspect, have said "Here is our lease. You sign
it. Take it or leave it" or words to that effect. Most people when they
see a percentage increase written in their lease do not fully appreciate
the mathematics and the multiples that take effect over a three or
four-year period. That's why we believe that SB 2009 was a significant
step when we limited leases to five-years. Because most people don't
know until the third or fourth year of the lease how damaging it's going
to become. But the other part of the escalating rent is the pass-through
clauses that are contained in leases. When the property tax goes up
that's passed through. Your utilities are separately billed and in some
cases separately metered so you pay your utilities directly. Back in the

good old days, when they quoted rent the rent included utilities and
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everything else, there were no separate costs. The times have changed,
and there are separate meters for conservation, for whatever reason.

But, the pass-through on capital improvements - virtually, what used to
be described as maintenance and the landlords would use part of their
income to do maintenance in the park - many of those things are now
portrayed or described as capital improvements, for which you are suppose
to be liable. So it's not just the rent figure, it's the pass-through,
it's the cost, it's the insurance rates - if there's any increase in
that, they can pass that through. Basically, you know, if anything
happens in that park that increases it above a certain level that's not
rent, that's part of the pass-through, so they get it. And many of them,
included on the leases that people have signed, are not 2009 problems.
When they sell their mobilehome, there's an automatic increase at the
time they sell to the buyer of their mobilehomes. It doesn't take
effect, because there's some new state law. It takes effect because
there's a transfer of their home to a new buyer, and many of your leases
enable the park owner to get another 10 or 15 percent from that

prospective homeowner.

SENATOR CRAVEN: I'm going to call a recess for ten minutes. Why don't

you use some of that time? Can you do that? All right, let's recess.

(TEN MINUTE RECESS)...

SENATOR CRAVEN: Let us reconvene. First of all, I want to recognize

Mayor Harmon here, who has a great interest in the mobilehome community

and has worked to help establish city interest in rent and other
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problems. He continues to support you and I'm pleased to introduce Mayor

Jerry Harmon for a few remarks.

MAYOR HARMON: Senator Craven, thank you. Ladies and gentlemen, Ifll try

to keep my remarks very brief, because I wanted to use my time to
introduce our Assistant City Attorney, Jeffrey Epp, who's going to make
some comments on behalf of the City of Escondido. But, I've asked
Senator Craven if I could simply make some introductory remarks. I know
that the primary purpose of this hearing has to do with park rents, fees,
and charges. But I think I would be remiss, and I think many of the
residents of Escondido and, perhaps, other communities as well, would
like to at least ask that the Select Committee take into consideration
the issue of Title 25, when that is appropriate, having to do with the
basic concept of whether or not local municipalities should be given more
authority in terms of regulating setback requirements and other safety
and health issues within mobilehome parks that are in existence in many
of our communities already. And, I would simply urge the Select
Committee to take a serious look at that, and I know, Senator, that you
have, and that there has been legislation proposed on that. It is my
hope that we in the cities will be given more opportunities in the future
to have greater control over setback requirements for mobilehome coaches
and for other specific issues that now we are pre-empted from having
authority over by the state. Having said that, I apologize for deviating
from the agenda. I would like to introduce again, Jeffrey Epp, who has
some comments, especially as it relates to the latest legislation that
has been adopted, SB 2009, and the concern that this city shares that we

may lose some opportunities to help protect existing residents and future
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residents of mobilehome parks as it relates to the issue of this Select

Subcommittee Hearing on rent control. With that, I give you Mr. Epp.

JEFFREY EPP: Thank you, Senator Craven and Assemblywoman Hunter. It is

a pleasure to be here in front of the committee this morning. I have a

handout which I'm going to ask Mayor Harmon to... if you would just take
a look at that... it is a mobilehome litigation status report which I've
prepared. The League of California Cities and Mobilehome Rent Committee
has seen fit to distribute this as part of their materials. My comments
today will be centered around that report, and also I would like to talk

about the particular ramifications of SB-2009 on the City of Escondido.

First of all, if you will take a look at the mobilehome litigation status
report. This is a report that I've prepared and has been kept by our
office ever since the passage of mobilehome rent control by Escondido in
1988. You will observe that there are no less than 24 superior court
cases on this mobilehome litigation status report. The first twelve are,
primarily, Hall-type cases, and I am pleased to say that, at least, the
City of Escondido, thus far, has been successful in winning every one of
those lawsuits. A lot of people may preach all this from a very gloomy
standpoint. We have not had such bad luck here in Escondido. We have
prevailed in the state courts, and we are, even at this moment, awaiting
a decision from the Fourth District Court of Appeal on a consolidating
case involving the first 12 items on your list. The federal courts have,
also, been the forum for park owners litigating against Escondido's
ordinance. The federal courts, so far, have cooperated in either staying

or dismissing the park owner challenges until the state litigation has
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concluded. Although I say that we have been successful, the downside is
that there are 24 cases that the City of Escondido has had to defend,
which represents a frontal assault that park owners have brought against
the city and its citizens after the passing of their mobilehome rent
control initiative. So, I give that to you for your information and as a
way of helping you understand the type of battles that this city has had

to face with mobilehome rent control litigation.

The second area that I would like to talk about is the particular effect
of SB-2009 on the City of Escondido. There have been some other
comments, including some important ones by Maury Priest, just a moment
ago, that set the stage for that. And, I would like to suggest some ways
in which 2009 can be worked on next year to further the protections that
it already provides to prospective purchasers. What has happened in
Escondido? 1In July of 1988 the citizens passed their initiative enacting
rent control legislation. Immediately, thereafter, park owners attempted
to take advantage of Civil Code Section 798.17 to put people on long-term
leases. The Council, through reports from citizens, heard about a lot of
abuses of prospective homeowners being forced to sign long-term leases.
The park owners quickly took the legal position that prospective
homeowners were not covered by the Mobilehome Residency Law. So, the
City Council passed Escondido Ordinance 88-50 which extends protection to
prospective homeowners - the same protection as the Mobilehome Residency
Law. Escondido Ordinance 88-50 not only defines prospective residents in
such a way that they would be covered by the Mobilehome Residency Law for
purposes of our rent control law but, also, required certifications to be

attached to the leases and required that the leases be reviewed by the



- PAGE 41 -

City Attorney's Office or the Rent Review Board to determine whether or
not all of the protections that are in state law are found somewhere on

the face of the leases.

Over the last couple of years we've had extreme resistance from park
owners to compliance with that law. At first, the main area was that
they didn't want to have their leases reviewed, and the review was
conducted solely to make sure that, on their faces, the leases contained
the protections set forth in the Mobilehome Residency Law. However, we
have now reviewed a lot of those leases, and that seems to be something
at least that park owners are accepting, and that's the city review of
the leases. I was always struck by the fact that, even though the
Mobilehome Residency Law had specific protection for homeowners, the park
owners didn't want to put them on the face of the lease, which makes me
suspect there is, at least, a problem out there in terms of applying
those protections. The next step for us was enforcing 88-50 against park
owners who would not offer prospective tenants the option of a
month-to-month rental agreement. The park owners took the position very
early that the city was pre-empted from having such an ordinance, and we

fought this pre-emption battle very heavily in the courts.

If I could address your attention to Case Number 12 on that... oh, I'm
sorry, Case Number 13, on that mobilehome litigation status report, it's

Escondido Mobilehome Park West vs. the City of Escondido, Case Number

N-41735. That was probably our main case in trying to protect Ordinance
88-50 in the court. 1In that particular case, the City passed the

Ordinance, and the park owners challenged the ordinance. The park
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owners, then, brought a motion for summary Jjudgment. The City won that
motion from summary judgment, so, as of that stage in litigation, the
City's Ordinance was still valid. The park owners then took a special
writ to the 4th District Court of Appeal. They were unsuccessful in
granting that writ. ©Now it's true that the Court of Appeal rarely grants
writs, regardless of the issue, but it gave us some level of encourage-
ment that, at least, the 4th District Court of Appeal was not ready to
step in and say that Escondido Ordinance 88-50 was pre-empted. The
pre-emption argument was largely focused on the fact that state law
covered long-term leases and homeowners in such detailed fashion that the
City had no business legislating further in this area. Obviously, thus
far, we have been able to fight off that battle, a battle which will
probably occur after SB-2009 becomes effective. It's whether or not the
pre-emption argument will be renewed. So, one area that I would urge the
Committee to look at very closely is whether or not local measures such
as Ordinance 88-50, which extends even greater protections for
prospective homeowners, would not be permissible under state law. Right
now that is uncertain. As a result, I think you've heard from several
people this morning. I believe Mr. Colombo was one of those that told
you their prosecution was jeopardized because the park owners were now
bringing motions to dismiss the City's prosecutions under Ordinance

88-50, raising, again, the pre-emption argument as a result of SB-2009.

Lastly, I would just like to reiterate the very brief comments made by
Mayor Harmon. Title 25 of the regulations imposes on cities setbacks of
mobilehome parks and has become a very grave concern to us. The need for

greater local control in that area is significant. And, while that is
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not the subject of this hearing, it would certainly occupy your time
quite well to hear arguments on that at a future hearing. So, with that
in mind, I thank you very much for the opportunity to talk to you and

will entertain any questions I might answer.

SENATOR CRAVEN: Thank you. We do have some questions. Mr. Tennyson?

JOHN TENNYSON: VYes. I had a gquestion concerning your Ordinance 88-50.

I understand your considering repealing that Ordinance prior to January

1, 1991. 1Is that correct?

JEFFREY EPP: We have discussed that with the City Council, but we have

taken no formal action to repeal it. At present, we've adopted a sort of
wait and see attitude. The concern is that we have some on-going court

cases - Mr. Colombo's is one of them - where we are under time deadlines
to either press the case forward or give up on it. At some point, we're
going to have to be sensitive to those, but, at present, the Council has

not taken any action to repeal Ordinance 88-50.

SENATOR CRAVEN: We concur with the action or, if I may use the term

inaction, of the council. We have solicited an opinion from the
Legislative Counsel relative to some of the interpretive portions of this
bill, and I would suggest that we all just kind of stand at ease until we
get some definition from them. I might say, too, that, as I've said to
some people here today, those things that you find quarrelsome or you
know inappropriate, as it relates to the Escondido ordinance, if

necessary, we will change things so that we can eliminate that which is
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creating a problem, if that be the case. And, if what we have done has
been subjected to misinterpretation, we will try to make that clear as

well. So, that's about where we stand.

JEFFREY EPP: We appreciate your help in getting the Legislative

Counsel's opinion.

SENATOR CRAVEN: Thank you, sir.

JEFFREY EPP: Thank you.

SENATOR CRAVEN: Before we hear from the other local government

people, let's go back to the agenda. Now, from the Mobilehome

Association, WMA, Mr. Craig Biddle, Legislative Advocate.

CRAIG BIDDLE: Thank you very much, Senator Craven, and Assemblymember

Hunter. Let me just make a few brief comments, if I can, and, then, Norm
McAdoo, past president of our association, is on your agenda to testify
to give you some more specific examples of what goes on in the parks.

But as the Legislative Advocate for the Western Mobilehome Association, I
had a feeling this morning, speaking here is almost like going to my
dentist. I know it's going to hurt... I don't think I'm going to get any

applause from the audience when I conclude and leave.

SENATOR CRAVEN: You may get applause for that very fact.

CRAIG BIDDLE: That I have concluded... that's right, Senator. I noticed
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you did have a security guard in the back of the room, so I'd ask him to

watch very carefully while...

SENATOR CRAVEN: Well, I think that the security guard, to whom you are

referring, is a member of the Escondido Fire Department, and I think he's
here to see that no one smokes, that good order and discipline are main-
tained throughout, and that we don't overcrowd the chamber, which would

be in violation of the law. Right? So, he is not a security guard.

CRAIG BIDDLE: I remember, Senator, when we were here - I believe it was

about two years ago, about the same time, in this very chamber - on a
different subject matter at that time. But I do appreciate, our
association appreciates, not only your Committee and the work that you've
done over the years, but also Mr. Tennyson. And let me state that I
think his position paper on the whole issue of rent control was very
good. It's a difficult issue that we've been dealing with - our
association - going clear back to the seventies, when we did the first
statewide rent control bill, as he put down very succinctly, I think, in
his position paper, giving the two divergent views and the problems that
both GSMOL and WMA have in this entire area and how it's developed over
the years. Let me suggest that, when both conflicting sides on an issue
like this have problems, I think the most important thing that you have
asked today is to come up with some solutions or some suggestions on what
we can do. Let me, at least, propose a few of them and suggest a few of
them. And, as I say, Mr. McAdoo will be more specific as to what goes on

in the parks and particularly in his park.
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We believe that one of the primary things that you can do to us, to help
the mobilehome park industry, is to develop more mobilehome parks. That
is part and parcel of the problem of rent control. You look at rent
control, not in Escondido but statewide, and you look at vacancy factors
and areas where there are vacancies, and the mobilehome parks in those
areas are not completely 100 percent... those areas don't have rent
control because you have the free economics of supply and demand that are
in operation. You also look at the surveys, not only from our
association, but from HCD over the years you'll see that mobilehome parks
have not been growing in the last few years as fast as they were in past
years. This is part and parcel, I think, because of the threat of rent
control, the problems of development, the development fees, and all of
these things. So, if you can, you - the State of California - can help
in any of those ways, so that we can get more development of mobilehome
parks, I think it's going to, at least, have a good chilling effect on
the entire issue of rent control. The Legislature, last year, did step
number one in that area, and that's when you passed the bill saying that
new mobilehome parks in the state of California will be exempt from rent
control and that's been a very good encouragement. The mobilehome parks
that are not being developed because of the threat of control now can
point to that section and say "No," that they won't be governed by rent
control and that they will be free from that. We need help in other
areas... more help in this area, and I think that's one of the things

that you can do for us.

The second suggestion we would make is that many of our parks also have a

subsidy program - not only in rent control areas but non-rent control
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areas. This is where you have a tenant that doesn't have the ability,
because of their economics, their income, and so forth, to take care of
the rent, and you set up some kind of a subsidy program, so that, if that
individual, if they qualify and so forth, will be eligible for a subsidy
program so that the rent increase will be delayed until the proper time -
when their mobilehome is sold or whatever happened. We believe that a
proper rent control subsidy program will not only be beneficial but will

ease the burden in this entire area.

And, then, the third suggestion that we would make - and we would make
this not only to you, but I think that it's more appropriate to GSMOL,
and I know Mr. Priest is here this morning - we believe in 798.17. It
was not only sponsored by our association, but we believe that that it is
a good law and philosophy. The philosophy of that law says - and GSMOL
supported this bill back in 1985 - the philosophy of that bill said,
"Let's solve the rent control, or the rent program with the landlords and
the tenants, and the mobilehome parks and mobilehome owners, on a park by
park basis," and that's what it was trying to do. We believe that this
philosophically can be done. We believe that probably the best way to do
this would be for our association and their association to sit down and
work out a mutually agreeable long-term lease that both organizations
would be agreeable to. You mentioned this morning that they made up a
model lease. I don't think it's good for them to make up a model lease,
and I don't think it's good for us to make up a model lease. I think the
two associations have to do this together. We believe that, like the
Greene bill said a few years ago, "this is best settled on a park by park

basis." We don't believe that the state can pass a law that's going to
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apply to all the parks from Eureka to San Diego. We believe that, maybe,
our two associations could sit down at this point and work out a mutually
agreeable long-term lease, and not necessitate the state getting involved
in this, and that it's subject could change as the years go on. We

believe that maybe our two organizations, at this point... maybe, this is

what we need to do.

With those suggestions, I'd be glad to answer any questions you had. I
know you discussed a lot of legal problems and litigation. I don't have
that litigation report - maybe I can get a copy from Mr. Tennyson - but
I'd appreciate having that throughout the state. Mr. McAdoo will give
you some comments, specifically, on how some of these problems are

working in the parks, unless you had a question. John?

JOHN TENNYSON: Mr. Biddle, I had a question concerning the specifics of

the subsidy program. Is Mr. McAdoo going to cover that, or can you

elaborate on that a little?

CRAIG BIDDLE: Well, I can only tell you this. That we have several

organizations, and the biggest organization with WMA is De Anza Corpora-
tion, and it has a subsidy program. I can get you the specifics of how
it works, what information they obtained, how they delay the payment, and
how they do the waivers of the rent and so forth. I can give you their
specific program, but I know also other members of our association
have... theirs is the most detailed and it's been in existence for the

longest time, and I could get you a copy of their specific program.
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SENATOR CRAVEN: Thank you, Craig. (applause) Who said you weren't

popular in Escondido? Next is Norm McAdoo, the past president of WMA.

NORM McADOO: Good morning, Senator, Assemblywoman Hunter, John, Mayor.

I feel a little bit like I ought to change my name to Daniel here.

SENATOR CRAVEN: Well, don't look upon this as a test... just friends.

NORM McADOO: Well, I look upon leases... in my own parks, I think about

twelve years ago, my partner and I went to all of our parks. We had a
meeting of everybody in the clubhouse, and we told them that we felt they
were entitled to know what their future held for them and we were
entitled to know what our future held for us. So, we went into lease
agreements a long time before the state gave us the authority to do 1it,
and they know what next year's going to bring and we know what next
year's going bring. We've had some very satisfied residents for many
years in all of our parks, because we did lay out a blueprint for both
sides so that we knew where we were going. The last time that we did
leases - and Mr. Swanson does my leases which are subject to criticism
I'm sure - I sat down with a group of residents, a committee of eight
people, and we went through it a paragraph at a time, and we negotiated.
I gave them some things they wanted, and they gave me some things that we
wanted. So, it's not true in all parks that they are required to sign
what they are given. Many, many parks do negotiate leases. And there
are many, many mobilehome owners in the state of California that are very

content with their lifestyle; they are given a good, good buy in housing.
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Rent control has proved it's a short-term fix. It's been proved in Santa
Monica - and you read the same newspapers that I do - the low-income
people can no longer rent in Santa Monica. The rental housing in Santa
Monica is going to the young wealthy. If the landlord is going to be
under control, he's going to pick a resident that will not tear up his
property - that will pay, you know, everything and be smooth. And the
homeless today, and the low-income people, can no longer live in Santa
Monica. There's been concern expressed about the effects of the whole
vacancy decontrol. The Real Estate Board for the City of San Jose, made
a survey. San Jose had vacancy control. They gave up vacancy, they went
to vacancy decontrol at the beginning of 1990, so it's been in effect
nearly a year. Let me read the sales prices. In 1988, this was an
average mobilehome sales price both within the city of San Jose and in
the surrounding territory: in 1988, it was $50,986; in 1989, it was
$53,917; and, in 1990, it was $58,567. So, vacancy decontrol did not dry

up the sales market. It did not drive down the price of the mobilehomes.

You know, everybody has property rights. You folks have property rights
and we have property rights, and the difficulty that faces us is drawing
the line between the two. I think that, by in large, the majority of
mobilehome park owners want to be fair. We're not in the eviction
business. We're not in the business of kicking people around. I sat and
listened this morning to the amounts of dollars that have been spent in
litigation. How much better that money would have been spent in
providing housing that people could afford. What a better way to do it.
And, we've got to sit down and figure out those ways. Every city and

county, practically, in California has a redevelopment agency. By state
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law, 20 percent of the money from those redevelopment agencies must be
used to address the needs of moderate and low-income people housing.
That's a lot of money. In the city of Westminster, I sat in a meeting
the other day - we had a joint meeting with the Mobilehome Commission and
the Commission on Aging - and it's not a large city, but they had $4
million in that fund from that 20 percent, and, now, we're deciding as to
who gets it. You know, does it go to mobilehomes? Does it go to
apartments? The City of Orange took money and used some of it for

subsidies for people that could not afford the rent.

The other problem with rent control is that it paints such a broad brush.
It hurts the good landlords, and it protects the wealthy tenants, and
that isn't what rent control is supposedto do... (Inaudible voices from
audience) ... There are people in mobilehome parks who do not need to be
protected by rent control, and there are people who do need it. If you
ask, John, about the subsidy programs that were done, they're largely
individual. Orange County on the map there has a program that any park
owners can avail themselves of. It's worked through an organizational
structure. The resident applies to the county, and they investigate it
to see if they are deserving of or in need of a subsidy, and then they
work one out. 1In our park, I just forestalled some rent increases for

people that really can't afford it.

I think conversion of parks to tenant ownership does not always work.
There's one city in Orange County that asked for rent control, there was
only one park in the city, they got it. Then they went back to the city

and asked them to rescind the rent control because they needed to
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increase the rent to the people like Mrs. Collier this morning, because
costs will go up and the people that didn't buy had increased rent. They
also asked to do away with rent control so they could finance the park,
because many lenders will not lend to parks if they're under rent
control. I think purchase of parks is a valid answer in some cases. I
don't think we need laws to force purchase of parks. I think that if a
group of residents want to come to the park owner and make an offer, they
could very well work it out. But, I don't think park owners should be

forced to sell their homes, their properties to their residents.

We just want to work with you, Senator. Len Wehrman hit it right on the
head. You are the champion of the mobilehome park owners across the

nation, I think, and you've done a marvelous job, and you've always been
nice for us to work with. I encourage you to continue holding these open
hearings, so that we can, hopefully, find some answers together to solve

these problems. Thank you very much. John?

JOHN TENNYSON: VYes. I don't know whether this is really fair in terms

of the... it's not your issue. Mr. Biddle mentioned development of more
mobilehome parks, which was something that you didn't bring up... he
did... but I was wondering if you could give us some specifics as to what

proposals you might have that the state could consider in terms of

promoting the development of more rental mobilehome parks in California?

NORM McADOO: Ah, yes. We're under the same burden as all other

developers with local government fees. About two years ago, I went to a

Realtor in Carlsbad, and I asked her to find me a piece of property in
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North San Diego County where I could build a park. And her question was,
"What can you pay per unit in fees and still build a park?" I said, "Try
$8,000." This is government fees, this is not building costs. She
called me about a year later and said, "I can't find any." The City of
San Clemente's, where I live, development fees for any kind of unit are
like $19,000 a unit. This goes for sewer, water, storm water, parks and
recreation, and all the other things. And, I know that the cities and
counties need that money, because the infrastructures are wearing out,
just as many of our old parks are wearing out, which is the conversion to
other uses, which comes under another issue that we have to solve. That
would be one thing. Densities... we need some help from local government
with densities. Today, on the land that we try to develop, the best we
could get, if we have to put in big double-wides and all that, is like 6,
or 7, or 8 to the acre, yet we have to bid against land for apartment
owners that could put 24 or 25 units per acre, and we just can't afford
that kind of land, so we need some help on density. We have
fourteen-wides now which are very, very good living units. They can even
be made into duplexes. There are a lot of single women/men by
themselves, that don't need a lot of space. Parks could be created where
you could have a density of 14 - 15 to the acre, and, if you go to
duplexes, you could even increase that. Perhaps, the state could give us
some help on local fees, if we are indeed low-cost housing, or in that
area, provide for low-cost housing for your housing plan, but we can't do
it if we're paying $20,000 a space for local fees. It just doesn't make
sense. They tack the bill to the park and our rents would be higher than
any you've heard today. So zoning, if you're in an open area where there

is some land available that should be made available to us... there's
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still people that would like to get into the park business, you know,
today. 1It's not the joy that it used to be. 1I've been in it for 33

vyears. It was a lot more fun 20 years ago. Thank you very much.

SENATOR CRAVEN: Thank you very much. (Applause) Is Mayor Thibadeau

here? I didn't see him... the Mayor of San Marcos? All right, how about
Dan Henstchke, City Attorney, City of San Marcos? Is Dan here? No? How
about Al Ybarra? Mr. Ybarra, the Director for the San Diego County

Housing and Community Development. There he is. Okay, Al?

AL YBARRA: Senator Craven, Assemblywoman Hunter, John, Mayor, good
morning. My name is Alfredo Ybarra. I'm the Program Manager for the
County of San Diego, not the Director. 1I'm the Program Manager for the
County of San Diego, Department of Housing and Community Development.
I'm representing the Director of the Department, Gabriel Rodriguez. Mr.
Rodriguez could not be here today as planned. On his behalf, I wish to
indicate that the County Board of Supervisors has a significant interest
in the many issues affecting mobilehome park residents. As a result of
this interest, of their interest and concern, the Board of Supervisors
established a county-wide Mobilehome Task Force on June 21, 1988, to
investigate major issues and recommend solutions to various problems
concerning the mobilehome community. Those issues included:
affordability, displacement, right of first refusal, resident-park
purchase, and new mobilehome park developments, were among the issues
with which the Task Force was charged. The Task Force members, appointed
by the County Board of Supervisors, included representatives from the

Golden State Mobilehome Owners League, Western Mobilehome Association,



- PAGE 55 -

the County's Planning Commission, and one representative from each of the
County Supervisorial Districts. As a result, the Task Force consisted of
10, I think, very qualified individuals. After 21 months of intensive
efforts by the Task Force, the Task Force submitted a comprehensive
report with 19 recommendations to the County Board of Supervisors that
responded to those major issues previously identified. The Board
accepted the final report on March 27, 1990. Then, subsequent to that,
the county's Department of Planning and Land Use, Department of Housing
and Community Development, and County Counsel, were given the
responsibility to review and implement those recommendations, adopted by

the Board of Supervisors.

We are pleased to note, with the assistance and leadership of Congressman
Ron Packard, efforts to include the Section 8 Foster Program in housing
legislation was successful. If enacted, this change in federal housing
laws, would allow mobilehomes to be eligible for the Federal Housing
Voucher Program. At this time, this legislation is currently being
considered. Secondly, the County's looking at the development of a
mobilehome rental assistance program to complement the existing Section 8
Program. The goal of the program would be to provide immediate rental
assistance to low-income mobilehome owners who are currently paying more
than 30 percent of their income toward costs. At this time, this program
is being designed, and I have no specific numbers regarding the program
structure itself. We are also looking at the possibility of a non-profit
organization to provide certain services to mobilehome park residents of
the County of San Diego. A mobilehome non-profit could help lower-income

housing costs and keep their housing cost at a percentage of income by
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informing mobilehome owners of available government benefits. Such
services would include, but not be limited to, financial counseling,
referrals, and the giving of information. Other recommendations are also
being pursued that were part of the Mobilehome Task Force report. These
efforts, by the County Board of Supervisors and the members of Mobilehome
Task Force, are but a brief description of the concern and efforts
directed to the mobilehome community. Again, I'd like to convey our
appreciation and gratitude to your committee for this opportunity to be

before you. Thank you.

SENATOR CRAVEN: Thank you, Mr. Ybarra. (applause) John has a question.

JOHN TENNYSON: One question, Mr. Ybarra. I understand that a major new

housing bill, cosponsored by Senator Alan Cranston in Washington, was
passed Friday night or Saturday morning... is this the bill you're
referring to, that includes additional Section 8 money that will be

available to local governments?

AL YBARRA: I'm not sure. I would have to ask.

JOHN TENNYSON: Could you get that information from your housing people?

AL YBARRA: Yes, I could.

JOHN TENNYSON: Whether that money will be put... it's very important,

particularly, if money won't be available for mobilehome owners.
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AL YBARRA: VYes, I can find out.

JOHN TENNYSON: I would appreciate that. Thank you.

SENATOR CRAVEN: Thank you very much. Marie Malone is here? Marie, now

with her new position, representing The Associates Group. Marie?

MARIE MALONE: Good morning Senator Craven, Assemblywoman Hunter, and the

Mayor of Escondido. Just for the record, I'm Marie Malone, the Chief
Executive Officer of The Associates Group for Affordable Housing, known
as TAG. It is a non-profit public benefit corporation with offices at
362 West Mission Avenue... (tape malfunction)... We've heard a lot today
about rent and how it is increasing. We believe that the best way to
stabilize your housing costs is resident ownership of the parks.
However, before I go into that, I would like to touch on one other thing
and suggest corrective action that could be taken by the Legislature to
reduce the further erosion of local rent control. I am speaking about

de-control, which is, you know, a result of the Hall vs. Santa Barbara

case. The value guide or the so-called blue book was a very important
factor in that Hall decision. In case your are not aware of it, the blue
book, as you know, says that a mobilehome depreciates, it does not
appreciate. Using the blue book is as outmoded as the Model T. It is
based on the trailer, the Model T of manufactured housing. The trailer
was licensed by the Department of Motor Vehicles and, so, treated the
same as an automobile. That time has long passed. It cannot be used to
determine taxes on any home manufactured now since 1980. Isn't it time

we stopped treating our homes as though they were automobiles and treat
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them as housing? I would recommend that legislation be introduced to
remove the value guide as a means of determining value of a mobilehome,

and that we recognize the sales value as the true value of a mobilehome.

I'd like to move on to some of the areas of concern that we face in the
Resident Park Purchase Program. You have already heard from Sue Loftin
this morning. First, I would ask the Legislature to require cities that
want to own mobilehome parks to allow the residents an opportunity to buy
them before the city becomes involved in purchasing the park. When the
city goes first to purchase a park, they are, in essence, denying the
residents the opportunity to become owners, and it condemns the residents
to a future of increasing rents and declining equity in their homes. The
cities can and do play a very significant role in assisting the residents

to purchase their parks, especially the low-income.

Secondly, to assure banks and other financial institutions that their
investment loan has a safeguard, I recommend new Mobilehome Residency Law
language to Article 9, Section 799, that will include lender rights, as
lenders. Right now, we are faced with banks hesitating to loan on shares
in corporations, because they cannot foreclose on a share they maintain.
Therefore, we would like to have some language included in the law that
makes those corporations responsible should a resident fail to repay

their loan on the share.

The third and last recommendation I have to offer is for the Senate
Select Committee to establish a subcommittee as soon as possible, made up

of representatives experienced in resident park purchases. It should
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also include representatives from the financial world, and the state and
local governments. The committee should be given a specific period of
time to develop a recommended legislative package to establish the
procedures to be followed in Resident Park Purchase Programs throughout
California. Uniform procedures for resident park purchases are
desperately needed. Today, the resident park purchase is a hit and miss
procedure. It is a new field with everyone doing their own thing and
everyone reinventing the wheel, because they do not have guidelines. It
is a wide-open opportunity for abuse and could foster bad business
practices. We must provide guidelines and, even, parameters, while still

in it's infancy and before the consumer is fatally injured.

Any questions?... Following me now, then, will be two professionals,
because Sue spoke before, working in the field of resident purchases.
They will present suggestions for legislation that will improve their
ability to better serve their residents in the Park Purchase Program.
These professionals you will hear from have worked with more resident

park purchases than anyone else in the State of California. (applause)

SENATOR CRAVEN: Thank you very much, Marie. Next, Gerald Fisher,

Mitchell Management Company.

GERALD FISHER: Senator, Assemblywoman, Mayor, John, ladies and

gentlemen, it's just about good afternoon. I was instructed to bring
something constructive to this meeting, so I will say to you that our
system of so-called conversion has been successful. We did three last

year. That put about 450 families into ownership. And we've had many,
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many celebrations with groups much larger than this with smiles on their
faces, not frowns, so there is something nice out of all this. To make
this system better, I offer suggestions in three areas. There has been
some legislation in the past that I'1l1l call, in your language,
"clean-up", dealing with making the residents' procedure of going through
an escrow faster and more efficient. 1In the financing side that Marie
Malone had indicated, there are some stumbling blocks dealing with FHA
financing. And, the only reason FHA might be an advantage is that
secondary markets are created and available to lenders, and then all of a
sudden there's more lenders involved. So it helps you all to enjoy loans
as single family residence units, rather than as Marie had indicated,
something that's really archaic. You're really not mobiles, you're
really not trailers, you're a single family unit. We also feel there
could be some code sections, perhaps, either modified or enhanced in some
way, where cities and counties, working with people like Alfredo, make it
easier... make it easier for the city or county to finance and in a
faster way. And you may not be aware but, in all due respect to the
systems that are available, it takes somewhere between six or nine
months, or even longer, before these funds and these loans come down and
assist you in whatever endeavor that you wish to put them to. In our
transactions we've closed the purchase of parks between 80 and 120 days,
and you cannot do that with the existing systems that are in place right
now. So, we have to go to some other system we have and it works. I

guess that's all I have, unless there's some questions.

SENATOR CRAVEN: Thank you very much.
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GERALD FISHER: Good evening.

SENATOR CRAVEN: Good evening? (applause) All right, next this evening

is going to be Gerald Gibbs, Attorney at Law.

GERALD GIBBS: Senator, Assemblywoman, Mayor, John. I'm not sure I like

the connotation of this evening, Senator.

SENATOR CRAVEN: Well, I was just responding to his comment, that's all.

GERALD GIBBS: I know it's late... I will hurry it up. My background

started out a number of years ago warring for persons such as Mr. McAdoo.
Later, I switched sides. Once, I made a terrible mistake and represented
some residents in a long and terrible battle, but that's not the way to

do it, guys.

The way to do it, in my mind, is buy your park. That's the ultimate
solution. Obviously, you need a willing seller and an able buyer. So,
my concern is, primarily, the able buyer. Financing? Right now, with
the demise of the savings and loan institutions throughout the United
States, we have a great concern that we are unable to finance the
purchase when it becomes available. Mr. McAdoo wants to sell one of his
parks to one of his residents, or his group of residents. We have a very
tough time achieving the financing in a short time. Mr. McAdoo wants to
sell to the De Anza Corporation and they just write him a check. We
somehow have to come closer to being a De Anza Corporation when it comes

to the purchase of parks. Some of the things that I think will assist
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us, and Mr. Fisher touched briefly on the MPAP program and other
programs... we need to be able to expand the Mobilehome Park Purchase
Program. recently, there's been a change in the interest rate, there's
been a change in the amount of financing available to the individual
units, but there's still a very large limitation of $1 million in each
park purchase. that deters us in two directions. one, in the very large
parks, we're limited to $1 million, and we may have many, many more low
to very low-income persons who would deserve the MPAP Program and just
cannot be assisted because of that. In addition, in some of our very
small parks, we have 45 and 50-unit parks, 70-unit parks, where everyone
is low-income. We'd like to be able to draw on those funds for those
park purchases. The $1 million limitation deters us greatly. When I ask
for $1 million or more in parks, then, I create another problem. And
that's just the fact that the MPAP program is limited to somewhere
between $3, $4, $5 million every year. We need, as mobilehome owners, to
contribute more to that process, perhaps, by increasing the amount we
pay. I cringe at that, but I think it's necessary. I think that those
persons who are on the tax-rolls should pay, at least upon the sale of
their mobilehome, like those who are registered with HCD. They should
pay their fair share into the Mobilehome Park Assistance Program. We
need to increase it in that fashion. We, also, need to increase it, I
think, by a general bond issue at the state level. It's just too small.
We're finding a number of park owners who are willing to sell to our
residents and our residents are unable to buy for these financing
reasons. One of the impediments is the size of the MPAP program. In
addition, in the MPAP program, when we passed the 3 percent interest rate

and the other nice things, we left one provision, or added one provision,
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which declared that financing can, must be limited to 95 percent. In
some parks, we really need to have 100 percent financing. It may come
from 7 or 8 different sources, but people need to be able to finance up
to 100 percent. I think that we should leave that question of percentage
of financing to the professionals at HCD who do a tremendous job of

controlling the program, and I think that one line should be deleted.

Finally, I think we need a method of financing mobilehomes throughout the
state. Large banks have dropped mobilehomes. They're concerned because
they're seeing a rash of foreclosures. And we're seeing a rash of
foreclosures in conventional housing, but we're also seeing it in
mobilehome parks, some of which are due to the fact that we have ever
escalating rents. People are just giving up and leaving. To cure that,
the banks have stated, at least to us who are dealing in the resident
owned parks, they're not lending on mobilehomes in certain resident owned
parks. It dismays me, but they've said that. They mentioned that at the
last meeting we had in Sacramento, Ms. Hunter. We must cure that
problem. And I think that one of the cures to that problem will be a
secondary market for mobilehome paper. The only way we're going to get
that, I believe, at this time, is to get it at statewide level in some
form of insurance, much like the FHA at the federal level. We have to
have some form of insurance for paper, that is the money and promissory
notes secured by your mobilehome, so it can be resold. Every mobilehome
financing, at the present time, goes to the bank, and the bank has to
hold that in, what they call, their portfolio. And holding it in their
portfolio means they don't have money to lend to other persons. So, they

are not taking advantage of an excellent market in the mobilehome field
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and I think we should do something to work on that. Thank you very much.

SENATOR CRAVEN: Thank you. (applause) Standing next to you is the City

Attorney of the City of San Marcos.

DAN HENTSCHKE: Thank you, Senator. I'm sorry I was late and that I

wasn't here when you called previously.

SENATOR CRAVEN: It's perfectly all right, Dan.

DAN HENTSCHKE: I would like to take a very brief period of time for this

Committee. As the Senator knows, I have written a letter to you, on
behalf of the City of San Marcos, to request clarification with regard to
recent legislation that impacts the City Council of San Marcos' effort to
protect its local residents from certain practices which it found uncon-
scionable. I understand from Jeff Epp, the Assistant City Attorney here
in Escondido, that that issue has been addressed. Therefore, since it
has, I will limit my comments and simply ask the Committee if it has any
questions? I did testify for the Assembly committee in Sacramento with
respect to the conversion issue. My comments before this Committee would

be the same, and I really don't think it's necessary to repeat them.

SENATOR CRAVEN: Fine. Very good, Dan. I don't have anything Dan.

DAN HENTSCHKE: Thank you very much.

SENATOR CRAVEN: Oh, you're welcome. And I want to thank you and Corky
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for being here with us today... (applause) Let me see here. How about

Clara Hennell? Clara Hennell? 2Am I pronouncing that right, Clara?

CLARA HENNELL: Mr. Mayor, Mr. Craven, Ms. Hunter, and John Tennyson,

I'm a little nervous, too.

SENATOR CRAVEN: You needn't be.

CLARA HENNELL: My name is Clara Hennell. I'm with the Vista Cascade

Park in Vista. oOur park is a divided park. On January 15th we were
presented with a purchase plan, but not everybody decided to buy in. I
happen to be one that remained on the lease. We have an 18-year lease
that we obtained in 1983, which is good until the year 2001. We know
exactly where we are. We know exactly what we're going to pay, and we
are very happy with that lease. We're elderly people, and we don't think
we're going to be able to meet the added expense. We pay $2850 for our
lease. 1In 18 years, that could have earned a lot of interest. And now,
in order to purchase, we pay another $3500 to purchase into the
corporation. That means, that raises the expense on our mobilehome to
about $6000. I have a single mobilehome. I doubt very much that it's
worth it to me. I don't think I'll be here in the year 2001, and I'm
very happy to just stay where I am. I'm 80 years old, and I don't think

I'm going to be here in 2001.

SENATOR CRAVEN: You never can tell.

CLARA HENNELL: I hope I won't be.
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SENATOR CRAVEN: Well, I hope whatever transpires, it's to your 1liking.

CLARA HENNELL: Well, thank you. But, as I say, the purchase was

presented to us on January 15th. And, on January the 26th, we received a
notice that we are now being assessed a $25 membership fee. We couldn't
understand what that fee was about. But, eventually, it was explained to
us that this was a special fee to help with the purchase of the park and
to also obtain a reserve fund so that the institution could borrow from a
lending institution. Well, we didn't feel, as leaseholders, that we were
responsible for any assessment to purchase the park, and we protested
that membership fee. Now, we had a meeting with the Board of Directors
on May 1st, and we agreed that, if we could help the park in any way, we
would add $25 to our maintenance fee. But the day after that, we
received a notice that our maintenance fee was now
"maintenance/operation". Now, we feel again that "operation" is the
responsibility of the owners of the park and we are, therefore,
protesting this $25. We pay according to our lease, our rent, our
utilities, and we pay a maintenance fee of $25. That is our lease, and
we hope that we can stay on our lease. Then, on August 20th, we were
given a notice that everyone in the, every resident in the park will
become a member of the corporation. Now, we are not members of the
corporation. We did not purchase. We don't understand why that applies

to us. That is my main contention. Thank you.

SENATOR CRAVEN: Thank you. (applause) Next, is Attorney Dale Hawley.
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DALE HAWLEY: Good afternoon.

SENATOR CRAVEN: Good afternoon to you.

DALE HAWLEY: I am Dale Hawley with the law firm of McIntyre and

Mitchell, here in San Diego, and we represent a residents group for the

acquisition of their park, in helping them acquire their park.

(inaudible)...

I'll try that again. Yeah, I'll turn my volume up just a bit. I am Dale
Hawley. I'm with McIntyre and Mitchell, a law firm here in San Diego,
that represents resident groups in the acquisition of their park. I was
asked by one of the parks to come here today and to address really the
issue, I think generally which has really been a concern. And I think it
really gets down to the state asking themselves whether or not it's
really there to assist the people or whether it's there to be a lender.
And if it's there to be a lender, then, to some degree, maybe they should
get FDIC insurance, and then open a branch. And I say this in respect to
a recent change in the MPAP fund law, specifically, Assembly Bill 3123 as
it relates to Section 50783, Subparagraph c. 1In this particular
instance, I believe Mr. Gibbs spoke about this earlier, they have limited
the total indebtedness, and I'm quoting here from the subsection, "The
total indebtedness upon the mobilehome park may not exceed 95 percent of
the value of the collateral to carry the loan." That has been
interpreted to mean, there can be no liens, no liens, from any source in

excess of 95 percent of the value of the collateral, if the state funds



- PAGE 68 -

are to be used. From my position, having had a long career on the
financing side - real estate finance with a major lending institution - I
find that particular revision onerous and the provision on that - the
effect of it essentially will drive the nail in the coffin for low-income
financing. And what I'd suggest is really needed, is a fund that
promotes equity money for these residents to purchase their mobilehome
parks, so that we can get into a reasonable loan from conventional
sources. And I must say that there are a number of banks and thrifts and
insurance companies out there right now that are willing to make these
loans to mobilehome parks, even up to 80 percent of loan to value. And
the reason for that, of course, is there are CRA requirements for
community reinvestment and act requirements, so they are more than happy
to make these loans. The problem is that equity money is needed and, in
one park which I'm working, it's all low-income housing, all low-income
tenants. They virtually have no source of any other equity funds. They
have a difficult enough time in trying to raise funds just to meet the
fees for setting up the corporation. We have been working with the
County of San Diego very closely, and we've been working with the State
of California, and they both have been cooperative. Now we're faced with
having to meet this 95 percent, as I said, 95 percent indebtedness
requirement which, I must say, is the interpretation from staff counsel
that this applies generally across the board to all encumbrances. I take
issue with that and, at the present, am writing a letter to the state to
explain my position with respect to the interpretation of this particular
provision. But, in any event, beyond the scope of this specific case,
what's really needed though is the fund for the equity fund that enables

these people to go into it at 100 percent of conversion costs. Again, to



- PAGE 69 -

be able to work this down to an 80 percent loan to value, conventional

financing would then be able to come in and take care of it.

JOHN TENNYSON: Mr. Hawley, are you speaking of equity in the property,

equity in the mobilehome, or both?

DALE HAWLEY: Specifically, equity in the property. I would... to me, in

looking at this provision when you're talking in terms of 95 percent...
typically, when lenders will utilize that 95 percent rule, or an 80
percent rule, they look for, or, in many cases, where they will
arbitrarily say that we want no secondary financing behind our loan. The
purpose of that, of course, is to primarily keep developers or people who
are becoming interested in the property and in the project, so that they
won't have, in a sense, an investment where they can just pick up and
move. What I really submit is that, in the case of the mobilehome owner
in the acquisition of these mobilehome parks, they do, in a sense, have
equity in the park in the form of their coaches. They really have no
other alternative. We heard this morning from one lady who is having to
move her coach to New Mexico at considerable expense. So there is some
incentive, if the provision, or if the intent of this provision, which in
reading, this section to me looks as though maybe it was added as an
afterthought. It doesn't really conform with the language... the rest of
this section. And, although it takes effect on January 1lst of next year,
it affects this one particular low-income park that I'm involved in,
because the state now is saying "Well, because of this, we need to have a
commitment that there will be an unsecured loan, or that there will be

grant money available that will take us out at the end of a 3-year



- PAGE 70 -

period" - right, that particular program, that particular transaction, is
working with the 3-year interim loan. For a low-income park, that's just
impossible. And, the lower the income, and the less means people in the
low-income parks have, this really excludes them from this program almost
altogether with them having to come up with equity money. Therefore,
what I would suggest is that the state look at some means of providing
this equity money, be it on an unsecured position or be it a secured
position. But, being a secured position, maybe it would be 110 or 115
percent of whatever the value of the collateral is. Without that, I can
see little hope for many of the park purchases ever, ever being consum-
mated. To me, in my experience of what I've seen and from my background,
I can't help but think that financing is probably the most critical and
the most important factor in the conversion of these mobilehome parks
that are resident owned parks. And, of course, conversion of the
resident home park is one of the most critical factors in preserving the

rents, and the rent structure, for the resident to live there.

I just want to say that the procedures for these conversions, the
procedures of the Department of Corporations, as streamlined as they are
now, cause considerable expense. In a sense, what you have is the staff,
imposing upon the residents of the park, requirements that they have
disclosures and so forth that protect themselves from themselves. The
results of this are, I think, that there are probably suitable alterna-
tives, but I think the result of this is just escalating legal costs,
conversion costs, and all of this adds to the expense of the first share

and the first space cost of the mobilehome space when it's converted.
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SENATOR CRAVEN: Thank you sir. (applause) Ms. Rey, you're at bat now

or else the ball game is over. This is Susan Rey, Associate Director of
Golden State Mobilehome Owners League, and she has some comments to make
which she has reserved for the very end.

SUSAN REY: Yes, I have. And thank you very much, Senator Craven.

SENATOR CRAVEN: You're entirely welcome.

SUSAN REY: My name is Susan Rey. I am Associate Director with GSMOL. I
live in a mobilehome park, Rancho San Luis Rey, at 200 North El Camino in
Oceanside. I kept my remarks to the end of the session because I felt
that what I am doing, being part of the planning team with GSMOL... I
wanted to see how many other people were also coming forward with some
specific direction for Senator Craven and his Select Committee. I would
like to take, first, the theme of this particular hearing, which was
rents and fees. The one point that we have not put into the record yet,
or called to people's attention, is what increasing rents and fees do to
affordable housing. That means that the higher the rent goes, it is
considered... a mobilehome park is considered a rent and income producing
entity. That's why it is bought by corporations, why it's bought by
syndicates, why it's bought by limited partnerships. They look at the
bottom line. There's something known as a capitalization formula that is
used when one syndicate would sell their park to the other. And, what
I'm saying is that you increase rents on that piece of property and, yet,
that piece of property is in no way significantly improved. 1In fact, it

has been allowed to deteriorate. This means that our affordable housing
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becomes unaffordable, particularly when we are looking at an eventual
city purchase, land-trust purchase, state purchase, or resident purchase
of affordable housing, which our mobilehomes are one of the few remaining
pools of affordable housing for seniors and for beginning families.

So, we have to have somewhere at a state level, and it has been
suggested, how can we accelerate, how can we facilitate, that conversion
process where it makes sense? And, I found several ideas that have
already been suggested to you. One of them, interestingly enough, by a
park owner, is to do something about development fees at a municipal
level. I would suggest, however, that those development fees not be
granted to a developer in terms of park owner image, because we all do
not appreciate them doing it. But, in terms of some entity being created
to develop mobilehome parks as affordable housing, now this will have to

be at a state level.

In Colorado, where I come from, they are called authorities which are
allowed to go and do a specific thing. They can build a justice center,
they can build whatever kind of facility, and whether California will
need to come to that kind of a mechanism, that would be something that we
would need to legislate into existence, that kind of an instrument. The
suggestion for a secondary market for paper, I could suggest one such
place. I would just as soon put the money that I now have in a CD into a
mortgage on my own mobilehome park. If there could be state legislation
suggested so that the homeowners in a mobilehome park can carry their own
long-term financing... that may or may not have merit, but it does have
some consideration and will, perhaps, facilitate. I think that pretty

much touches on the two things. One of them is, we must, I don't know
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how, stop the market pressure which makes mobilehomes, as all other
housing, become unaffordable. I think that we just need to stop letting

SO0 many people come to California because of the sunshine.

SENATOR CRAVEN: Thank you very much. You've made your point (applause).

Well, it's now 12:30, and I think we've done quite well. All due, of
course, to the cooperation which you have given us. As always, we have a
good sounding board in hearings like this. We hear from people that we
don't have an opportunity to talk to personally throughout the year,
although you do keep in touch with us certainly, but it's nice to see you

and have you here and to do it informally.

As you know, a Select Committee is one that does a lot of listening.
Select Committees don't vote, as you have come to find out, but what they
do is to try to take and glean from the comments that you have made,
those things that have great merit and, in addition, have great possi-
bility from the standpoint of legislation. Then the Committee goes back

to Sacramento and tries to put legislation together.

Often, with mobilehome bills, in the course of taking them through
committee, we end up fighting WMA. We take it to committee, fighting off
WMA and, if we're lucky, get it to the Floor; then, we take it to the
other house and fight WMA, and take it through the committees there and

fight WMA, and have to come back with the same thing year after year.

It gets a little frustrating, but I have to recognize that they have

their job to do just as Maury Priest has his job to do. But since I'm a
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lot closer to the people who are the residents of the parks, I have a
tendency, I think, to look upon the other people as real adversaries,
which they are. And they're excellent adversaries - they do a great job
on behalf of their people. Norm McAdoo, who I have known for years and
have always respected, may comment - Norm could almost tell me anything,
because he's very, very convincing. He doesn't overpower you and I
think, if you were to investigate, you would find that his operations -
and he has several parks - are very, very good, and they are just as he
says - they're well run. But, unfortunately, we have a situation where
everybody is not quite as benign or as charming, to say the least, as he
is. And Craig Biddle, who represents them, has to go out and represent
the mass - the whole thing - and, basically, it is a very, very difficult
job. We have locked horns on most everything that we've ever gotten
involved with. If we've ever agreed on anything, it was probably

something that was vetoed anyway.

But, be that as it may, it is a very interesting process and it's made
more interesting and more effective by your participation. You've given
us of your time and your expertise and your support, and those of us who
have had the pleasure of serving you over the years - and that includes
the Mayor and Tricia, who's somewhat new to it, although she's run in a
lot of elections, but after this one that she wins, she's going to sit
down and kind of relax a little bit - hopefully, she can do that. But,
those of us who have had the opportunity of working with you are most
appreciative for all you have done for us and what we are trying to do is
to cooperatively, with the WMA side, GSMOL side, and the personalities of

the people here, try to get things blended together and to come back with
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a porridge that's palatable. And we try, and we try constantly, but it's

made better by your participation.

I know that there are times that you become very disenchanted with what's
going on. Believe me, there are a lot of times that I'd like to say,
"Well, to hell with the whole thing", and forget it and walk away, but
that doesn't really help anything, you know. We come back time after
time with bills that we may lose, we do some rewriting and come back next
year, and we keep it active. And we keep ourselves kind of revved up
and, eventually, we've gotten our share of victories. So, it's all on
your behalf, but a great deal of it is because of what you have done in
helping us along. You are to really be proud of your own advocate up
there, Maury Priest, who does a great Jjob. He has the constancy of
attention to what's going on, he's very, very cooperative, and I know he

also appreciates hearing from you.

So for all you've done, thank you very much and God bless you.
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Summary of Testimony

Probably the topic which arose most frequently is the
controversy concerning the effects of Senate Bill 2009, Chapter
1046 of the Statutes of 1990. The issue concerns the possible
pre-emption by the bill of Escondido's Ordinance 88-50 dealing
with protecting prospective homeowners or buyers of mobilehomes
in parks from being forced to sign rent-control exempt
long-term leases as a condition of tenancy. One resident
testified that his legal case against a park owner on this
issue will be jeopardized, even retroactively, if the city
amends its ordinance in accordance with 2009. Other residents
and representatives of park residents testified as to their
particular lease problems and their concerns about the
reduction in value of their homes when new buyers are forced to
sign long-term leases with greatly increased rents. The deputy
city attorney stated that local government needs to have the
power to regulate long-term leases and requested the committee
to consider a resolution to the seeming conflict between the
city ordinance and 2009. The committee chairman indicated a
Legislative Counsel's opinion on SB 2009's effect on ordinances
such as Escondido's has been requested to determine whether
further corrective legislation may be necessary in 1991.

Park owner representatives at the hearing did not
specifically comment on SB 2009, but did say that lease
problems should be addressed by the park owners and residents
together, without government interference at the state or local

level. One park owner cited a San Jose survey which purported
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to show that vacancy decontrol with increased rents does not
diminish the resale value of mobilehomnes. GSMOL's advocate,
however, said there is no negotiation of leases when park
owners, managers and their attorneys are pitted against
individual homeowners. He advocated the repeal of Civil Code
Section 798.17 - the statute enacted in 1985 which authorizes
park owners to offer long-term leases of more than one year
which are exempt from rent control - as part of the solution to
forced leases and large rent increases.

There was testimony from a representative of the
National Association of Manufactured Home Owners on the need
for defining "rent" and '"capital improvements" in the Civil
Code, and clarification and perhaps even further regulation of
"utility costs".

There was considerable testimony on the need to convert
mobilehome parks to resident ownership as the long-term answer
to increasing rents and other rental park problems.

Park conversion consultants and specialists testified on a host
of technical problems with regard to various Revenue and
Taxation and Health and Safety Code Sections. One said that
code sections citing mobilehome value guides or "blue books" as
a sales and tax reference are outmoded in determining the value
of mobilehomes and should be repealed. Most consultants agreed
more funding was needed for the state's Mobilehome Park
Assistance Program(MPAP), which provides limited loans to
homeowners trying to buy their parks - through state bonds or

other means, and advocated the creation of a secondary market
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and state-backed mortgage insurance for resident park
purchases. None were really able to answer the question,
however, of why one tenant, who testified, incurred more than a
$300 a month rent increase in a resident-owned park, other than
to say such tenants who don't participate in the buy-out need
to be protected at the time of the conversion.

Western Mobilehome Association representatives stated
that rent problems could be partly resolved through the
development of more mobilehome parks, thus setting the supply
and demand problem on balance. Local government policies, such
as restrictive zoning, local building and development fees, and
large density requirements were also cited as problems which
the state needs to correct in order to encourage more park
development. Park owners testified that some owners, such as
DeAnza, have their own rent subsidy programs for those
low-income tenants who can't afford rent increases. These
usually involve giving the park owner lien rights on the home
at the time of resale for the difference in back rent and
interest. They also suggested that some local governments have
rental assistance or subsidy programs for people who can't
really afford rent increases.

The San Diego County housing representative focused
mainly on the county's Mobilehome Task Force and various
federal programs providing funding to the county to assist

tenants.
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Affected
Mobilehome Allowable CPI and How Vacancy | Date |
Jursidiction Parks | Spaces | Coverage Percent of Increase Adopted | Decontrol | Passed |
Alameda County 22 712 | Mobilehome | Automatic 5% Ordinance!  No 12/85
Only
Arroyo Grande 5 498 | Mobilehome | Lesser of 8% or 75% of CPl | Ordinance No 5/86
Only
Beaumont 8 459 | Mobilehome | 75% of CPI Ordinance Yes 10/84
Only ‘
Benicia 4 317 | Mobilehome | Rent Review Commission Ordinance Yes 9/78
Only
Berkeley 0 0 All Units | Set by Board Initiative No 11/78
Beverly Hills 0 0 All Units | Variable formula related Ordinance| Yes/to 3/79
to CPI market
Calistoga 5 569 | Mobilehome | Rent Review Commission Ordinance No 8/84
Only
Camarillo 4 747 | Mobilehome | Mediation — Arbitration Ordinance Yes 12/81
Only
Capitola 8 623 | Mobilehome | 60% of CPI Ordinance No 11/79
Only
Carson 28 2,565 Mobile:\ome Set by Board Ordinance No 8/79
Only
Carpinteria 7 866 Mobilell'xome 75% of CP! Ordinance No 3/82
Only
Cathedral City 10 | 2,064 |Mobilehome | Rent Review Commission Initiative | Yes to Avg. | 3/83
Only Rent
Chino 5 554 | Mobilehome | 66% of CPI Initiative No 8/83
Only
Cloverdale 4 165 | Mobilehome | Rent Review Commission Ordinance No 6/86
Only
Clovis é 582 | Mobilehome | Rent Review Commission Ordinance Yes 9/78
Only
Cotati 3 106 All Units | Set by Board Initiative No 11/79
Daly City 1 301 | Mobilehome | Rent Review Commission Ordinance No 6/80
Only
Delano 4 310 | Mobilehome | 50% of CP! Initiative No 11/84
Only
East Palo Alto 4 274 All Units | Set by Board Initiative No 11/83
Escondido 30 | 3,585 |Mobilehome | Set by Board Initiative No 6/88
Only

WMA REPORTER, July 1988
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Affected
Mobilehome Allowable CPI and How Vacancy | Date
Jursidiction Parks | Spaces | Coverage Percent of Increase Adopted | Decontrol | Passed
Fairfield 9 883 |Mobilehome |Rent Review Commission Ordinance No 11/84
Only
Fonfana REPEALED BY COUNCIL 1988 |MJeheme Ordinance >/85
Fremont 3 726 | Mobilehome | Greater of $10 or 3% to 6% | Ordinance No 1/87
Only or 60% of CPI
Fresno 30 | 3,942 |Mobilehome |Rent Review Commission Ordinance Yes 12/87
Only
Gardena 28 | 1,388 |Mobilehome |Binding Arbitration Ordinance Yes 3/87
Only
Gilroy 4 336 |Mobilehome |Lesser of 5% or 80% of CPI | Ordinance Yes 5/87
Only
Grover City 3 140 | Mobilehome |100% of CPl up to 5%; 75% | Ordinance 10% 12/87
Only thereafter
Hayward 16 | 2,160 Lesser of 3% to 6% or 60% | Ordinance No 2/80
of CPI
Hemet 20 2,805 |Mobilehome |Rent Review Commission Initiative Yes 5/79
Only
Indio 6 528 |Mobilehome |75% of CPI Initiative Yes* 3/84
Only
La Verne 8 1,762 |Mobilehome |Lesser of 7% or 100% of CPI | Ordinance $25 10/84
Only
Lancaster 27 | 2,584 |Mobilehome |Binding Arbitration Ordinance Yes 3/85
Only
Lompoc 7 654 | Mobilehome |Lesser of 5% or 75% of CPI | Ordinance | Lesser of | 12/83
Only to 10% 10% or $35
Los Angeles City 78 | 7,716 | AllUnits |Automatic CPI Ordinance 10% 8/78
Los Angeles County Parks are ex- All Units  |8% of CPI Ordinance No 3/88
empt if county
approved lease
is offered
Los Gatos 2 137 All Units  |70% of CPI Ordinance | Lesserof | 10/80
10% or $25
Merced 3 574 |Mobilehome | Lesser of 8% or 100% of CPI | Ordinance Yes 5/82
Only
Mono County SUNSETED |Mobilehome Ordinance 5/83
1986 Only
Montclair 8 620 |Mobilehome |Lesser of 6% or 80% of CPl | Ordinance No 11/85
Only
Moorpark 4 270 |Mobilehome |100% of CPI Ordinance 5% 9/83
Only

* Space Vacancy Only

14
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Affected
Mobilehome Allowable CP! and How Vacancy | Date
Jursidiction Parks | Spaces | Coverage Percent of Increase Adopted | Decontrol | Passed
Moreno Valley 7 809 |Mobilehome |65% of CPl—5-8% range |Ordinance| Equalto | 7/87 \
Only Previous CPt |
Morgan Hill 9 875 | Mobilehome |75% of CPI Ordincncez No | 3/83 |
Only
Morro Bay 15 641 Mobilell'\ome 75% of CPI Ordinance | $10.00 8/86
Only
Napa REPEALED BY VOTER INITIATIVE M°*z‘3‘i’,‘y°me Ordinance 12/82
Oakland 3 49 All Units  |6% Ordinance Yes 9/80
Oceanside 20 | 2,401 | Mobilehome | CPl up to 8% of NOI (Net Ordinance No 5/82
Only Operating Income)
Oxnard 25 | 2,780 | Mobilehome | Lesser of 3% to 8% or 75% | Ordinance $15 3/83
Only of CPI
Palm Desert 4 676 Mot:éi;erome 75% of CPI Ordinance No 4/80
nly
Palm Springs 14 | 2242 | AllUnits |75% of CPI Ordinance No 4/80 |
Palmdale 15 | 1,455 Mokzi)lehome Set by Board Ordinance No 10/85 W’
nly
Paramount CANCELLED BY Mobilehome Ordinance 7/87
REFERENDUM VOTE Only
1987
Pismo Beach 2 412 Mo%lehome Lesser of 8% or 75% of CPl | Ordinance No 4/81
nly
Rancho Mirage 6 882 Mobilellwme 75% of CPI Initiative No 7/82
Only
Redlands 8 684 | Mobilehome |Lesser of 6% to 9% or 75% | Ordinance 10% 12/82
Only of CPI
Rialto 12 | 1425 Mobilell'\ome Rent Review Commission Ordinance No 9/87
. Only
Riverside County 124 | 12,376 | Mobilehome | Rent Review Commission Ordinance | To Avg. 8/83
Only 3 highest
rents
‘ Rocklin 3 384 |Mobilehome | Graduated CPI Ordinance 10% 5/82
Only or $20
Rohnert Park 5 1314 Mobilell'aome 75% of CPl, 4% cap Initiative No 12/87
Only
San Francisco 1 56 All Units | Automatic 7% Ordinance No 6/7%
San Jose 70 | 11,435 Automatic 5% Ordinance No 7/79
San Juan Capistrano 7 | 1209 Molgehome Automatic CP! Ordinance | Yes 3/79
nly
San Luis Obispo City 15 | 1,551 |Mobilehome|100% of CP! up to 75% Initiative 10% 6/88
Only thereafter with 9% cap

WMA REPORTER, July 1988

15
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Affected
Mobilehome Allowable CPI and How Vacancy | Date
Jursidiction Parks | Spaces | Coverage Percent of Increase Adopted | Decontrol | Passed
San Luis Obispo County 40 | 2,408 |Mobilehome | 60% of CPI Initiative | Issue being | 6/84
Only litigated
San Marcos 17 | 3216 |Mobilehome | CPl or NOI (Net Operating | Ordinance Yes 11/80
Only Income)
Santa Barbara City 16 | 1,487 |Mobilehome | 75% of CPI Ordinance 10% 9/84
Only
Santa Barbara County 15 960 | Mobilehome | 75% of CPI Ordinance No 10/79
Only
Santa Cruz County 36 | 2,212 |Mobilehome | 50% of CPI, plus limited Ordinance No 1/79
Only pass-throughs
Santa Monica 3 286 All Units | Set by Board Initiative No 4/79
Santa Paula 9 838 | Mobilehome | Lesser of 7% or 75% of CPl | Ordinance No 6/84
Only
Scotts Valley 5 527 | Mobilehome | 75% of CPI Ordinance | Currently | 11/80
Only under
review
Simi Valley 6 354 | Mobilehome | Rent Review Commission ‘Ordinance Yes 3/83
Only
Sonoma County 51 3,736 | Mobilehome | Lesser of 3% to 6% or 60% | Ordinance No 6/87
Only of CPI
Thousand Oaks 8 897 All Units | Lesser of 3% to 7% or 75% | Ordinance No 7/80
of CPI
Union City 3 918 | Mobilehome | Lesser of 7% or 90% of CPI | Ordinance No 5/80
Only
Upland 6 866 | Mobilehome | 125% CPI; 75% CPI Ordinance | 5% or $10 | 12/85
Only over 7%
Vacaville 12 1,126 | Mobilehome | Mediation/Arbitration Ordinance 12/77
Only
Vallejo 17 | 1,990 |Mobilehome | Rent Review Commission Ordinance Yes 2/82
Only
Ventura City 18 1,887 | Mobilehome | Lesser of 7% or 75% of CPl | Ordinance No 8/81
Only
Ventura County 24 | 1,421 | Mobilehome | Automatic 5% Ordinance No 2/83
Only
West Covina 2 265 | Mobilehome | Lesser of 5% to 9% or 100% | Ordinance Yes 9/84
Only of CPI
West Hollywood 0 0 All Units | Set by Board Ordinance 10% 6/85
Westlake Village 1 162 All Units | 100% of CPI Ordinance Yes 6/82
Wesiminster REPEALED BY COUNCIL 1985 | Mopieheme Ordinance 6/81
TOTAL |1,068 111,934
Parks | Spaces

16 WMA REPORTER, July 1988
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