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CITY OF CARSON

PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT 

PUBLIC HEARING: December 8, 2020 

SUBJECT: Relocation Impact Report (RIR) No. 03-18 

APPLICANT: Richard H. Close, Esq. 
Cozen O’Connor 
1299 Ocean Ave., Suite 900 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 

PROPERTY OWNER: Park Avalon Carson, LLC 
425 N. Whisman Rd., # 600 
Mountain View, CA 94043 

REQUEST: Consider Relocation Impact Report No. 03-18 related 
to the Closure of Park Avalon Mobile Estates Mobile 
Home Park 

PROPERTY INVOLVED: Park Avalon Mobile Estates (750 E. Carson St.; 
21739 Bonita St.) 

COMMISSION ACTION 

AYE NO AYE NO 

Chairperson Pimentel Rahman 

Cainglet Rashad 

Fe’esago Valdez 

Mitoma 

Palmer Alt. Diaz 
Alt. Hellurud 
Alt. Zuniga 

Item No. 6A 
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I. Introduction

Applicant 
Richard H. Close, Esq. 
Cozen O’Connor 
1299 Ocean Ave., Suite 900 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 

Property Owner  
Park Avalon Carson, LLC 
425 N. Whisman Rd., # 600 
Mountain View, CA 94043

NOTE: STAFF’S RECOMMENDATION IS TO CONTINUE THE HEARING (TO A 
DATE TO BE DETERMINED) UNTIL THE PARK OWNER COMPLIES WITH THE 
NEW STATE LAW ENACTED PURSUANT TO ASSEMBLY BILL 2782 BY 
SUBMITTING: (1) AN APPRAISAL OF THE “IN-PLACE MARKET VALUE,” WITHIN 
THE MEANING OF AB 2782, OF THE MOBILEHOMES OF THE RESIDENTS TO BE 
DISPLACED; AND (2) INFORMATION AS TO WHETHER OR NOT THE 
ANTICIPATED FUTURE USE OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY WOULD INCLUDE OR 
CONTRIBUTE TO HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES OR CHOICES FOR LOW AND/OR 
MODERATE INCOME HOUSEHOLDS WITHIN THE CITY. 

II. Project Description

The applicant requests approval of RIR No. 03-18 to approve the proposed measures to 
be taken by Park Avalon Carson, LLC (the “Park Owner”), as owner of Park Avalon 
Mobile Estates mobilehome park (the “Park”), to mitigate the adverse impacts of the 
Park’s closure on the ability of Park residents to find alternative housing.  

Carson Municipal Code (“CMC”) Section 9128.21 (Relocation Impact Report) requires 
Planning Commission review of Relocation Impact Reports related to Mobilehome Park 
Closures.    

The applicant claims it intends to close the 133-space Park for subsequent 
redevelopment, which according to the applicant may include denser housing and 
potential mixed-use development appropriate to the Carson Street corridor. However, 
the applicant has not applied to the City for approval of any subsequent development on 
the subject property, and has not indicated whether the anticipated or contemplated 
future development would include affordable housing units.  

Approval of the proposed RIR does not include, relate to, or commit the City to any 
potential subsequent development project, or any aspect thereof, related to the subject 
property or any other property. Instead, the Commission’s consideration of the RIR 
relates only to the determination of the impacts that closure of the Park will have on the 
residents to be displaced, and what measures the Park Owner will be required to take to 
mitigate those impacts. Thus, the Commission is tasked with deciding what steps the 
Park Owner must take to mitigate the adverse impacts of the Park closure on its 
residents in terms of assisting them in relocating to alternative housing. State law 
(including the recently-approved bill that changes the state law) and the City’s ordinance 
applicable to approval of relocation impact reports in connection with mobilehome park 
closures (CMC §9128.21) is discussed in Section IV.C, below. 
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No specific date of actual Park closure is proposed. Upon effectiveness of any final City 
approval of the RIR (including a Planning Commission approval and a City Council 
approval in the event of an appeal), the Park Owner would be required to give Park 
residents notice of termination of their Park space tenancies in accordance with the 
Mobilehome Residency Law, which the applicant asserts is six (6) months’ notice. Upon 
effectiveness of such termination of tenancies, the Park Owner would be able to compel 
residents to vacate the Park.  
 
III. Project Site and Surrounding Land Uses 

The Park is located on the south side of E. Carson St. between S. Avalon Blvd. and 
Bonita St., and is comprised of two parcels. The first, located at 750 E. Carson St., is 
within the CRD_RM-25 (Residential, Multifamily – up to 25 du/ac) zoning district and 
has a General Plan Land Use designation of Regional Commercial. The second, 
located at 21739 Bonita St., is located within the RM-25 zoning district and has a 
General Plan Land Use designation of High Density Residential. 
 
Land uses surrounding the subject property are commercial and residential.  

 

 [Figure (a): Aerial photo of Park Avalon Mobile Estates] 

 
The following table provides a summary of information regarding the subject property:  

Site Information 

General Plan Land Use  Regional Commercial; High Density Residential 

Zone District CRD_RM 25; RM 25 

Site Size  10.59 acres 

Present Use and Development Mobile home park – Park Avalon Mobile Estates 
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Surrounding Uses/Zoning North: Civic Center 
South: Bonita St. Elementary School; Residential 
East: Carnegie Middle School; Commercial 
West: Mixed-Use (Commercial/Residential) 

Access Ingress/Egress: E. Carson St.; Bonita St. 

 
 
IV. Analysis 

A. Site History; Community Outreach; Application Completeness Dispute 
 
The Park was built in 1958, according to the appraisal report submitted by the applicant. 
In April of 2018, the property was conveyed from L. Wang Family Partners, LP to its 
current owner, Park Avalon Carson, LLC (the “Park Owner”). The application 
erroneously listed Park Avalon Carson, Inc. as the park owner, when in fact that is the 
entity responsible for management of the Park. 
 
The Park Owner first notified residents of its intention to close the Park in February of 
2018, before the park closure application was filed with the City on March 15, 2018. The 
Park Owner also hosted meetings with the residents to discuss Park closure issues and 
answer questions on March 3, 5 and 6, 2018.  
 
The Park Owner filed the RIR and appraisal reports, together with other related 
documentation, on September 2, 2020. On September 30, 2020, City issued Park 
Owner a notice of incompleteness, citing several items which according to staff 
remained incomplete under CMC Section 9128.21(C), and notifying Park Owner of the 
passage of a new state law, Assembly Bill 2782 (“AB 2782”), on August 31, 2020, to 
take effect on January 1, 2021. The notice stated that City was in the process of 
analyzing AB 2782 and its potential effects on Park Owner’s application, and that there 
was a possibility that after completion of such analysis, further modifications may be 
required to the application based on AB 2782. The notice further stated that City 
expected to complete its analysis within the next two weeks, at which point City would 
send Park Owner a supplemental letter regarding the issue. (Exhibit 2.A). 
 
On October 7, 2020, the Park Owner submitted a revised relocation impact report (the 
“RIR”) and related materials to address the CMC §9128.21(C) incompleteness items 
specified in City’s September 30, 2020 notice of incompleteness, along with a letter 
objecting to the City’s incompleteness determination and contending that, 
notwithstanding the revised submittal, the application was complete as submitted on 
September 2, 2020, and requesting City to deem the application complete by close of 
business on October 9, 2020. (Exhibit 2.B). 
 
On October 22, 2020, staff issued the Park Owner a letter notifying the Park Owner that 
City had completed its analysis of AB 2782 and determined that as a result of AB 2782, 
the Park Owner was obligated to submit two additional application completeness items: 
(1) an appraisal of the “in-place market value,” within the meaning of AB 2782, of the 
mobilehomes of the residents to be displaced; and (2) information as to whether or not 
the anticipated future use of the subject property would include or contribute to housing 
opportunities or choices for low and/or moderate income households within the City (the 
“AB 2782 Completeness Items”). The letter also notified the Park Owner that staff had 
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completed its review of Park Owner’s October 7, 2020, re-submittal and determined that 
the Park Owner had addressed the CMC §9128.21(C) completeness items, subject to 
submittal of the AB 2782 Completeness Items. (Exhibit 2.C). 
 
On October 26, 2020, the Park Owner sent a response letter objecting to City’s October 
22, 2020 determination letter in regards to the AB 2782 Completeness Items, asserting 
that AB 2782 would not become law until January 1, 2021, and therefore that the City 
was obligated to deem the application complete and set it for hearing by the Planning 
Commission without submittal of the AB 2782 Completeness Items. The Park Owner 
also claimed City’s October 22, 2020 determination letter violated the Permit 
Streamlining Act (“PSA”), and that City was attempting to burden, delay or prevent the 
Park closure because it is politically unpopular and because, as claimed by Park Owner, 
“City is hoping to delay application completeness until the new law, AB 2782, becomes 
effective and allows City greater freedom to exact further requirements for closure than 
are allowed under current law.” The Park Owner demanded that City “deem the impact 
report complete no later than close of business on October 27, 2020, and set it for 
hearing at the next Planning Commission meeting,” and threatened litigation against the 
City if it did not do so. (Exhibit 2.D) 
 
On November 3, 2020, staff issued a further determination letter to the Park Owner 
clarifying that the AB 2782 Completeness Items were requested not based on any 
contention that AB 2782 becomes law prior to January 1, 2021, but rather because 
relevant hearing and decision-making process timeframes “indicated a significant 
likelihood that, assuming full compliance with all applicable deadlines and timing 
requirements, no final administrative decision would be rendered on the Application 
prior to January 1, 2021, at which point AB 2782 would take effect and apply to the 
Application. Thus, the City requested submittal of the AB 2782 Completeness Items to 
ensure its ability to fully evaluate the application prior to moving forward with the hearing 
and decision-making process irrespective of whether that process happens to conclude 
before or after January 1, 2021, to protect both the applicant’s and the City’s interests in 
ensuring the efficiency of the process by avoiding the risk that the applicant will 
commence the process only to subsequently become obligated to abandon it and return 
to the task of completing its application consistent with AB 2782.” However, due to Park 
Owner’s insistence to proceed to a Planning Commission hearing ASAP despite being 
warned by staff that the application is incomplete due to non-submittal of the AB 2782 
Completeness Items, staff notified the Park Owner that the application would be set for 
an initial Planning Commission hearing date of December 8, 2020. The letter also 
responded to the Park Owner’s contentions regarding the PSA, asserting (without 
limitation) that the Permit Streamlining Act is inapplicable to Park Owner’s application. 
(Exhibit 2.E). 
 
On November 5, 2020, the Director of Community Development (“Director”), with 
assistance from the applicant, gave the Park residents notice of the December 8, 2020 
public hearing before the Commission. The notice of public hearing was posted to the 
Park property and mailed to each of the residents and coach owners via certified mail 
together with a cover letter and a copy of the RIR and relevant appraisal information 
(see details in Section VII below).  
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The notice of public hearing informed the residents of the opportunities they would have 
to participate in the public hearing in real-time. Specifically, all residents who wished to 
submit public comments during the hearing in real-time can do so either from the 
Community Center, where a projector screen, microphone and podium will be set up 
allowing residents to observe and participate in the hearing, or can join the Zoom 
meeting telephonically to do so. These measures are in addition to the multiple options 
for submitting public comments in advance of the hearing. Residents wishing to simply 
observe the hearing in real-time without offering public comment can do so by watching 
it live on the City’s PEG channel and/or online on the City’s website, where the hearing 
will be live-streamed. 
 
Public comments submitted in advance of the posting of the Planning Commission 
Agenda for the relevant meeting are attached hereto as Exhibit 3.  
 
B. State and Local Park Closure Laws; Authority to Require Relocation Assistance 
 
California Government Code (“GC”) Section 65863.7 provides that prior to closure or 
conversion of a mobile home park, the person proposing the change of use shall file a 
report on the impact of the closure upon the displaced residents. In determining this 
impact, the report shall address the availability of adequate replacement housing in 
mobilehome parks and relocation costs.  
 
Pursuant to this requirement and CMC §9128.21, the Park Owner has filed the RIR 
(Exhibit 1). The proposed RIR details replacement housing resources at pp. 7-9 and 
attachments F-H. Moving costs are discussed on pp. 9-10, mobile home values are 
discussed on pp. 10-11 and related appraisal reports, and impacts and proposed 
mitigation measures are discussed on pp. 11-17. 
 
Also under GC §65863.7 and CMC §9128.21, the Planning Commission is to review the 
report, prior to any change of use, and may require, as a condition of the change, the 
Park Owner to take steps to mitigate any adverse impact of the closure on the ability of 
displaced mobilehome park residents to find adequate alternative housing. However, 
the steps required to be taken to mitigate shall not exceed the “reasonable costs of 
relocation.” CMC §9128.21(E), in part, provides as follows: 
 

“In approving an RIR, the Commission may impose reasonable measures not exceeding 
the reasonable costs of relocation to mitigate adverse impacts created by the conversion, 
which may include, but not be limited to, any of the following: 
 
1. Provision for payment of the cost of physically moving the mobile home to a new site, 
including tear-down and setup of mobile homes, including, but not limited to, movable 
improvements such as patios, carports and porches. 
 
2. Payment of a lump sum to compensate for payment of the first and last month’s rent 
and any security deposit at the new mobile home park. 
 
3. Payment of a lump sum to compensate for any differential between rental rates at the 
closing mobile home park and the new mobile home park during the first year of the new 
tenancy. 
 
4. For those mobile home residents who move to apartments or other rental housing 
alternatives, provision for the first and last month’s rent, plus security deposit, cleaning 
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fees, not to exceed the Fair Market Rents for new construction and substantial 
rehabilitation for the Los Angeles area as established by the U.S. Department of Housing 
and Urban Development. Mobile home households may be compensated based on the 
number of bedrooms in the mobile home so that a one (1) bedroom mobile home may be 
compensated based on a one (1) bedroom apartment, a two (2) bedroom mobile home 
based on a two (2) room apartment, etc. 
 
5. For those mobile home residents who move to apartments or other rental housing 
alternatives, a lump sum payment to compensate for any differential between rental rates 
at the closing mobile home park and the rental housing alternative during the first year of 
tenancy. Mobile home households may be compensated based on the Fair Market Rents 
for new construction and substantial rehabilitation for the Los Angeles area as 
established by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. Mobile home 
households may be compensated based on the number of bedrooms in the mobile home 
so that a one (1) bedroom mobile home may be compensated based on a one (1) 
bedroom apartment, a two (2) bedroom mobile home based on a two (2) bedroom 
apartment, etc. 
 
6. Provision of a replacement space within a reasonable distance of the mobile home 
park or trailer park. 
 
7. A requirement that a resident whose mobile home cannot be relocated within a 
reasonable distance to a comparable park be compensated by a lump sum payment 
based upon consideration of the fair market value of the mobile home on-site, including 
resident improvements (i.e., landscaping, porches, carports, etc.), any mortgage 
obligations of the resident on the mobile home, and the costs of purchasing a mobile 
home on-site in a comparable park or acquiring other comparable replacement housing. 
 
8. A provision for setting aside a certain number of units for the residents of the park if the 
park is to be converted to another residential use. 
 
The total of the mitigation measures required shall be subject to and shall not exceed the 
limitation in Government Code Section 65863.7 which provides: the steps required to be 
taken to mitigate shall not exceed the reasonable costs of relocation.”  

 
Pursuant to CMC §9128.21(E), the Commission “shall approve the RIR if it is able to 
make an affirmative finding that reasonable measures have been provided in an effort to 
mitigate the adverse impact of the conversion on the ability of the park residents to be 
displaced to find alternative housing.” Conversely, “if the Commission does not make 
this finding and is unable to impose reasonable measures to mitigate the adverse 
impact, the Commission may disapprove the RIR. No other permit or approval shall be 
granted in furtherance of the proposed conversion and no change of use shall occur 
until and unless an RIR has been approved.” 
 
C. Change in State Law – AB 2782 
 
AB 2782 was signed by the Governor on August 31, 2020, and takes effect as law on 
January 1, 2021. AB 2782 amends several statutory provisions including, most notably, 
Government Code Section 65863.7. AB 2782 (without limitation) makes the following 
key changes to Gov’t Code §65863.7: 
 

 Requires a relocation impact report, rather than “address[ing] the availability of 
adequate replacement housing in mobilehome parks and relocation costs,” to 
include “a replacement and relocation plan that adequately mitigates the impact 
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upon the ability of the displaced residents of the mobilehome park to be converted or 
closed to find adequate housing in a mobilehome park.” 
 

 Provides that “if a displaced resident cannot obtain adequate housing in another 
mobilehome park, the person or entity proposing the change of use shall pay to the 
displaced resident the in-place market value of the displaced resident’s 
mobilehome.” 

 To facilitate this requirement, provides that “in-place market value shall be 
determined by a state-certified appraiser with experience establishing the value 
of mobilehomes. The appraisal shall be based upon the current in-place location 
of the mobilehome and shall assume the continuation of the mobilehome park.” 
 

 Requires a city legislative or advisory body, before approving any change of use of 
the mobile home park property (including a cessation of use of the property as a 
mobilehome park), to “make a finding as to whether or not approval of the park 
closure and the park’s conversion into its intended new use, taking into 
consideration both the impact report as a whole and the overall housing availability 
within the local jurisdiction, will result in or materially contribute to a shortage of 
housing opportunities and choices for low- and moderate-income households within 
the local jurisdiction.” 
 

 Removes the limitation that “the steps required to be taken to mitigate shall not 
exceed the reasonable costs of relocation.” 

 
The Park Owner contends that AB 2782 does not apply to the Commission’s 
consideration of the Park Owner’s application, on the basis that AB 2782 does not 
become law until January 1, 2021. However, CMC §9128.21(E) provides that “[u]pon 
review of the RIR and consideration of the written and oral evidence received at the 
hearing, the Commission shall, by resolution, render its decision within forty-five (45) 
days of the date first set for hearing.” As such, the Commission is not required to make 
a decision on the RIR at tonight’s meeting. There are many issues to consider, and 
much public comment is anticipated. These factors may make it difficult for the 
Commission to render a fully informed decision on the initial hearing date.  
 
Additionally, even if the Commission finds that it is in a position to render a substantive 
decision on the application at tonight’s meeting, pursuant to CMC §9128.21(F), that 
decision would become “effective and final fifteen (15) days after the date of [the] 
decision unless an appeal is filed in accordance with CMC §9173.4.” Thus, the decision 
is appealable to the City Council within 15 days of the date it is rendered, and in the 
event of an appeal, the decision would not become final until the appeal is decided (at 
which point the decision could be affirmed, modified, referred back to the Commission, 
or reversed, pursuant to CMC §9173.4(C)). Because CMC §9128.21(F) provides that 15 
days’ notice is required before any appeal hearing, no such hearing could occur until 
after January 1, 2021.  
 
Therefore, there is a possibility that even if the Commission renders a substantive 
decision on the RIR at tonight’s meeting, the decision may be appealed (this is 
considered highly likely, and occurred in the case of the recent relocation impact report 
considered by the Commission related to another mobilehome park), and the City’s final 
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decision on the RIR may thereby become subject to applicability of AB 2782, in which 
case the Commission’s decision would be violative of AB 2782 because the Park Owner 
has not submitted the AB 2782 Completeness Items which are necessary to enable the 
Commission to evaluate and act upon the application in accordance with AB 2782.  
 
D. Proposed Relocation Impact Mitigation Measures 
 
The applicant has proposed two primary benefit packages depending on the situations 
of the respective residents, plus a third option available to no more than 10 residents. 
The variable that dictates which of the two primary benefit packages would apply is 
whether it is feasible for the resident’s mobilehome to be relocated to another park.  
 
As stated in the RIR, a survey was conducted of (i) all parks located within 30 miles, 
and (ii) comparable parks located between 30-50 miles, and only 13 available spaces 
were identified. Furthermore, generally accepted industry standards dictate that parks 
with available spaces will not accept coaches that are more than 5 or 10 years old, or 
that are not in good condition. Only 10 of the coaches in the Park meet the 10-year age 
criteria. Therefore, it is anticipated that no more than 10 coaches will be able to be 
relocated to a comparable park within a reasonable distance. 
 
Relocation Assistance for Coaches that can be Relocated  
 
In situations where it is feasible to relocate the mobilehome (which as stated above is 
expected to be fewer than 10 coaches) the Park Owner will pay: (i) actual costs of 
relocation, including costs to disassemble, transport, reassemble and level the mobile 
home and all permitted moveable accessory structures; (ii) a lump sum to compensate 
for first and last month’s rent and any security deposit at the new mobile home park; (iii) 
a lump sum to compensate for any differential between rental rate at the Park and the 
new mobile home park in the first year of the new tenancy; (iv) the Park Owner will 
provide transportation of the mobile home and disconnection and reconnection of 
utilities; (v) costs of moving all personal property; and (vi) up to $1,500 for necessary 
modifications to the mobile home to accommodate a disabled person within the 
replacement park, if the current mobile home has already been modified. Additionally, 
all residents will have access to up to eight hours’ of services of a relocation specialist 
to help them with all aspects of the relocation process at no charge. 
 
Payment of Appraised Value for Coaches that cannot be Relocated 
 
In situations where it is not feasible to relocate the mobilehome, and the mobile home 
owner rents or buys a replacement dwelling, the Park Owner proposes to pay the 
homeowner a lump sum payment equal to the NADA on-site Value as determined by 
Jim Netzer, MAI (discussed below), in addition to: (1)  a lump sum payment in the 
amount of $4,800 for a one-bedroom mobilehome, $5,700 for a two-bedroom 
mobilehome, and $7,200 for a three-bedroom mobilehome, as rental assistance in the 
form of first and last month’s rent and security deposit for subsequent housing; (2) costs 
of moving all personal property; (3) payment of the costs of disposing of the existing 
mobilehome if the home owner chooses to transfer the mobilehome to the park owner, 
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subject to certain limitations; (4) a “leaseback option”1; and (5) services of a relocation 
specialist as stated above.   
 
As required by CMC §9128.21(C)(6), the on-site and off-site value of all resident-owned 
mobilehomes in the park was appraised by certified MAI-appraiser James Netzer, and 
that appraisal was then peer reviewed by certified MAI-appraiser James Brabant.  The 
total appraised on-site value of the 127 resident-owned mobilehomes according to Mr. 
Netzer’s appraisal was $4,847,818 (the appraised off-site values were naturally far 
lower, because they do not take into account the value of being in a rent-controlled 
mobilehome park, as is the case with the Park.) Mr. Brabant recommended certain 
adjustments to the valuations pursuant to his peer review report, and the total on-site 
value as adjusted by Mr. Brabant was $8,456,485, representing an increase of 
$3,608,667 over the Netzer valuations.  
 
One key factor in Mr. Netzer’s determination of the appraised on-site value of the 
respective homes was how long the resident has owned his or her home in the Park, as 
this is used by Mr. Netzer to measure the degree to which the resident has recouped or 
realized his or her investment in the leasehold advantage of having purchased a home 
in a mobilehome park that is subject to the City’s rent control ordinance.  
 
According to Mr. Netzer’s report (Exhibit 1.A), the “appraised on-site value” represents 
the physical value of the mobilehome sited in a “standard land-leased community” (i.e., 
the NADA on-site value, which takes into account the physical properties and condition 
of the home, a location adjustment, and the contributory value of the landscape and 
hardscape) PLUS the present worth of the uncaptured investment value on the tenant’s 
“leasehold interest” resulting from the City’s mobilehome space rent control ordinance, 
referred to as the “present worth of leasehold interest, adjusted for term of tenancy.” To 
reach this figure, Mr. Netzer determined the monthly leasehold advantage (the 
difference between market rent and contract rent) and then capitalized it into a lump 
sum representing its “present value” by discounting the monthly leasehold advantage at 
an average rate of 10% (based on a presumed average annual loan interest rate of 
10%) for a presumed average loan term/investment holding period of 10 years.  
 

                                                 
1
 The “leaseback option” provides that “Park residents who wish to opt for early termination of their Park space 

tenancies shall have the right to do so at any time, subject to compliance with applicable provisions of the 

Mobilehome Residency Law and execution of an early termination agreement with the [Park] Owner. Upon the 

transfer of title to the Owner, the resident will have the option to lease back the home until the closure of the Park. A 

resident who chooses the Leaseback Option must enter into a month-to-month rental agreement for the home and 

space at the same base rental rate last paid during home ownership, with 5% annual increases thereafter. Such rental 

agreement will be terminable by either party upon a 60-day written notice.”  

 

The proposed leaseback agreement terms do not comport with the Mobilehome Residency Law (MRL) or the City’s 

Mobilehome Space Rent Control Ordinance. This suggests the applicant believes such laws would not apply to the 

leaseback agreements, which would take effect after the existing lease is terminated pursuant to the MRL provision 

that allows MRL-regulated leases to be terminated after either 6 or 12 months’ notice due to “change of use of the 

park or any portion thereof.” (Civil Code §798.56(g)).  Additionally, because the proposed leaseback agreements 

would be terminable by Park Owner upon 60 days’ notice, and because no specific Park closure date or subsequent 

development is proposed by the Park Owner, this proposal raises questions as to whether the Park Owner is seeking 

approval of the RIR at least partially in an attempt to circumvent rent control and have the ability to lease spaces to 

residents under unregulated leaseback agreements moving forward for an indefinite period of time.  
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This value of the “leasehold advantage” according to Mr. Netzer is zero for residents 
who have lived in the Park 10 or more years, as these residents are deemed to have 
recaptured the full investment value of their leasehold interest. Among the residents 
who do receive “leasehold advantage” credit, the amount is lowest for residents who 
have owned their homes in the Park for almost 10 years, and is highest for residents 
who purchased their homes in the Park most recently.  
 
Mr. Netzer then added a “pre-closing leasehold benefit” category to the valuation of 
each home based on the estimated time involved in processing the RIR and closing the 
Park. A one-year term is used for the “pre-closing leasehold benefit” on the basis that, 
according to Mr. Netzer’s report (pp.33-34), “the tenants have enjoyed two years of 
leasehold advantage since they were provided notice of the intent to close the park 
(2/20/2018), during which time the owner was completing the RIR process. It is 
anticipated that the RIR will be submitted and approved within six months and the 
owner has the statutory requirement to provide the tenants six-month notice of closure.” 
 
Mr. Brabant’s review report (Exhibit 1.B) determined that Mr. Netzer’s conclusions as to 
the average 10% discount rate and 10-year investment holding period were not well-
supported, and Mr. Brabant prepared adjusted “special calculations” using a 9% 
discount rate and a 15-year holding period. Under the special calculations, residents 
who have owned their mobilehome in the Park for less than 15 years receive “leasehold 
advantage” credit, with the highest amounts credited to the residents who have owned 
their homes in the Park for the shortest periods of time, in accordance with the Netzer 
framework.  
 
Mr. Brabant also determined that Mr. Netzer’s one-year term for calculation of the “pre-
closing leasehold benefit” is inadequate and should include the period of time 
commencing when the Park owner notified the Park residents of its intent to close the 
Park (2/20/18) and concluding on the Park closure date – some 3 years and 4 months 
thereafter, based on Park Owner’s anticipated closure date of June 2021 as stated in 
the Netzer report. Mr. Brabant thus re-calculated the “pre-closing leasehold benefit” 
accordingly for each coach.  
 
The Park Owner proposes to pay the on-site values as appraised by Mr. Netzer to each 
mobilehome owner resident whose coach cannot be relocated. However, subject to 
compliance with applicable law, the Planning Commission has discretion to require 
payment of the adjusted on-site values reflected in Mr. Brabant’s “special calculations.” 
The range of appraised on-site values for the various coaches varies widely based on 
their age, size, condition and other factors. A breakdown of the number of homes falling 
into various valuation range increments, after Brabant adjustments, is set forth below: 
 

Value Range Actual Range Number of Mobile Homes 

Less than $40,000 $26,890 - $39,950 48 

$40,000-$60,000 $40,785 - $57,815 11 

$60,000-$80,000 $61,925 - $79,810 20 

$80,000-$100,000 $80,185 – $98,775 29 

$100,000-$120,000 $100,135 - $119,940 8 
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$120,000 and Greater $122,995 - $169,830 11 

Average Value: $66,586   

 
 
Per the RIR, Park Owner will pay the costs of removal and disposition of the 
mobilehome IF the homeowner chooses to transfer the mobilehome to the Park Owner. 
(See RIR p. 17). To transfer the mobilehome to the Park Owner, the homeowner would 
need to convey title to the mobilehome to the Park Owner free and clear of any liens 
and encumbrances, so presumably the homeowner would be responsible either for 
paying off any liens or encumbrances or for paying the costs of removal and disposition 
of the coach. Additionally, irrespective of any transfer of the mobilehome to the Park 
Owner, the RIR provides that the homeowner would be responsible for any disposal or 
disposition of the mobilehome if an existing lien was placed on the home after February 
2018, or should a pre-February 2018 loan be in default (See RIR p. 17). 
 
As shown by the above table, even if the Commission imposes mitigation based on the 
appraised on-site values as adjusted by the Brabant peer review, 48 resident 
households would receive less than $40,000 as payment for their homes’ on-site value, 
and that is before factoring in either: (i) payment as necessary to remove any liens or 
encumbrances from title in order to convey title to the Park Owner; or (ii) payment of the 
costs of removing and disposing of the mobilehome, as would be the obligation of the 
resident if free and clear title to the mobilehome is not conveyed to the Park Owner or if 
an existing lien was placed on the home after February 2018 or a pre-February 2018 
loan is in default. 
 
The RIR identified 326 mobilehomes available for purchase within 50 miles of the Park 
(323 of which were within 30 miles, with purchase prices ranging from $15,250 to 
$299,900, although the majority of the dwellings were listed between $60,000- 
$120,000. In addition, rental apartments were available as follows: (i) 282 studio 
apartments with monthly rent ranging from $1,000 to $1,850; (2) 241 one-bedroom 
apartments with monthly rent ranging from $950 to $1,950; (3) 230 two-bedroom 
apartments with monthly rent ranging from $925 to $2,7000; and (4) 165 three-bedroom 
apartments with rent ranging from $1,200 to $3,195. Finally, there were 37 
condominiums available for sale at prices ranging from $141,900 to $995,000. 
 
As an example of an apartment rental scenario, a resident household that cannot 
relocate its mobilehome and that nets $30,000 in payment as relocation impact 
mitigation assistance in exchange for its mobilehome would be able to use the funds to 
pay for 20 months’ worth of rent for an apartment at $1,500 per month, 15 months’ 
worth of rent for an apartment at $2,000 per month, or 12 months’ worth of rent for an 
apartment at $2,500 per month, before the funds run out. If the household nets $20,000 
in relocation assistance, these numbers drop to 13.33 months at $1,500 per month, 10 
months at $2,000 per month, or 8 months at $2,500 per month. 
 
Alternatively, as an example of a mobilehome purchase scenario, a 20% down payment 
for purchase of a mobilehome costing $90,000 would be $18,000, leaving $12,000 
remaining for a household that nets $30,000 in relocation assistance. However, the 
household would then be obligated to pay mortgage payments on such purchase 
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($72,000 mortgage amount @ 5% interest for 30 years = $387) in addition to space 
rents at rates that may not be subject to local rent control in the jurisdiction in which the 
home is sited. According to a survey of comparable non-rent-controlled parks in other 
jurisdictions in the Netzer appraisal report submitted by the applicant, market rental 
rates for the spaces in the Park (i.e., what the spaces would be rented for under normal 
market conditions absent rent control) are $950/month. Assuming a mortgage payment 
of $387 per month and a space rent of $950 per month, a household that receives 
$30,000 in relocation assistance would be able to pay for the home using relocation 
assistance for approximately 9 months before the funds run out. A household that nets 
$20,000 in relocation assistance would have just $2,000 remaining after the down 
payment for the purchase in this scenario.  
 
The RIR does provide that up to 10 resident households would have the option of 
relocating into one of two mobilehome parks owned by the Park Owner in Yucaipa, at 
space rents which are subject to the mobilehome space rent regulations of the City of 
Yucaipa. However, these parks are located over 80 miles from Park Avalon, and as a 
result, many residents likely would not find this option attractive if they have a need to 
remain in the Carson area due to work or family obligations. Also, the RIR states that 56 
resident households are extremely low income (30% or less of area median income 
[AMI]), 39 households are very low income (31-50% of AMI), and 22 households are low 
income (51-80% of AMI), whereas 8 households had unknown income and only 2 
households were known to be above low income. Based on these figures and the 
proposed mitigation measures as discussed above, there would likely be many more 
than 10 resident households who would be in need of affordable housing assistance 
within a short period of time in order to avoid homelessness if displaced from the Park 
by a closure on the proposed terms. However, apart from the option for 10 households 
to relocate to rent-controlled parks in Yucaipa, no affordable housing option providing 
such a safeguard is identified or proposed for such households. By comparison, the 
relocation impact report recently considered by the Commission for another 
mobilehome park in the City proposed a guaranteed long-term right of tenancy in rental 
housing subsidized to affordable housing levels and located in the City of Carson, which 
was available to all low income (and as ultimately approved, all) displaced residents. 
 
V. Zoning and General Plan Consistency  

The proposed RIR does not involve any change to the existing zoning designations or 
General Plan land use designations.  
 
VI. Environmental Review 

The City’s consideration of the proposed RIR is not subject to review under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), because it does not constitute a “project” 
within the meaning of CEQA. (Pub. Res. Code §21065; 14 CCR §15378). Approval of 
the RIR does not have the potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in the 
environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment. 
Approval of the RIR relates only to the determination of the measures required to be 
taken by the applicant to mitigate the adverse impacts on Park residents who will be 
displaced by the closure of the Park, as authorized and required by applicable law. 
Additionally, approval of the RIR does not constitute “approval” of any “project” for 
purposes of CEQA, because the RIR is not a project, and because approval of the RIR 
does not commit the City to a definite course of action or foreclose options or 
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alternatives in regard to any project intended to be carried out by any person, including 
the applicant, and because it does not constitute a commitment to issue or the issuance 
of a discretionary contract, grant, subsidy, loan, or other form of financial assistance, 
lease, permit, license, certificate, or other entitlement for use of a project (14 CCR 
§15352). No application has been filed for any proposed development or use of the 
subject property after cessation of the mobilehome park use.  
 
VII. Public Notice 

Notice of the public hearing was posted to the subject property, and copies of the notice 
of public hearing and the RIR, together with the applicable individual appraisal 
documentation, were mailed to all residents and mobile home owners of the Park via 
certified mail by the Director, on November 5, 2020, in accordance with Carson 
Municipal Code Section 9128.21 and California Government Code Section 65863.7. 
The Director verified that all Park residents and mobilehome owners timely received 
these documents and were therefore notified in accordance with applicable law. The 
meeting agenda was posted on the City’s website and at City Hall no less than 72 hours 
prior to the Planning Commission meeting. 
 
VIII. Recommendation 

That the Planning Commission: 
 

       Continue the public hearing to January 13, 2021 (to be taken up at an adjourned 
regular meeting of the Planning Commission, adjourned from the Planning 
Commission’s next scheduled regular meeting date of January 12, 2021), or later 
as may be requested/agreed to by the applicant to allow sufficient time for 
submittal of the AB 2782 Completeness Items.  

 
IX. Exhibits 

1.   RIR 
1.A  Netzer Appraisal Report 
1.B  Brabant Review Appraisal Report & Special Calculations 
2.  Correspondence re: Application Completeness Dispute (A-E)  
 A. City Letter Dated September 30, 2020 
 B. Park Owner Letter Dated October 7, 2020 
 C. City Letter Dated October 22, 2020 
 D. Park Owner Letter Dated October 26, 2020 
 E. City Letter Dated November 3, 2020 
3.  Public Comments 

 
 

Prepared by: McKina Alexander, Associate Planner  
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Introduction 
 
The Park Avalon Mobile Estates is a 133-space residential mobile home park (“Park”) 
situated on real property located in Carson, CA. The property is currently owned and 
operated by Park Avalon Carson, LLC (“Owner”). The Owner of the Park has submitted 
an application to the City of Carson to close the Park. 
 
As a result of the proposed Park closure, the Owner is required to prepare a Closure 
Impact Report in accordance with the State of California Government Code and Mobile 
Home Residency Law and the City of Carson’s Municipal Code Chapter 8 – 9128.21 
(“Ordinance”); the purpose of which is to report on the impact of the proposed Park 
closure upon the residents of the Park. 
 
In 1978, the California Legislature enacted the Mobile Home Residency Law (Civil Code 
Section 798 et seq.) (“MRL”) which provides a comprehensive statewide regulatory 
scheme governing the use and closure of mobile home parks (Civil Code sections 798 
et seq. and Government Code sections 65863.7-65863.8.). In anticipation of the need to 
prepare for closure of the Park, Overland, Pacific & Cutler, LLC (OPC) has been 
contracted to prepare a Relocation Impact Report (Report or RIR) as required by the 
MRL, the Government Code and the Ordinance. 
 
Among the mandates of Code Section 65863.7 are the requirements to “...report on the 
impact of the conversion, closure or cessation of use upon the displaced residents of 
the mobile home park to be converted or closed” and ...”address the availability of 
adequate replacement housing in mobile home parks and relocation costs.” The 
measures required to mitigate any adverse impact of the conversion, closure, or 
cessation of use on the ability of displaced mobilehome park residents to find adequate 
housing in a mobilehome park shall not exceed the reasonable costs of relocation 
pursuant to Section 65863.7. In addition, the Owner must notify residents of the Park of 
the proposed change in use, in accordance with Section 65863.8. 
 

The Ordinance suggests potential mitigation measures, which will be discussed in detail 
later in this Report. 
 

Prior to the closure of the Park, the Owner and all residents of the Park shall have the 
right to, and the availability of, a public hearing before the legislative body on the 
sufficiency of this Report and the proposed relocation assistance described in Section 
65863.7 of the Government Code and Section D of the Ordinance. This Report will 
address all homeowners and occupants of the Park as of September 2020. 
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In order to prepare this Report, OPC reviewed resident data that was provided to us by 
the residents and the Owner and performed a comprehensive study of mobile home 
park resources and other housing resources. Consistent with MRL, the Government 
Code, and the Ordinance, this Report presents recommendations concerning the 
mitigation of relocation impacts associated with the closure of the Park. 
 

Mobile Home Park Location and Description 
A. Regional Location 
The Park is a residential mobile home park situated on the real property located at 750 
E. Carson Street, Carson, CA 90745 within Los Angeles County, CA. (See Figure 1: 
Regional Mobile Home Park Location.) 
 

 
 Figure 1: Regional Mobile Home Park Location 
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B. Park Site Location  
The Park, situated on approximately 10.59 acres, is bounded by E. Carson Street to the 
north, E. 220nd Street to the south, Bonita Street to the east, and S. Avalon to the west. 
(See Figure 2: Mobile Home Park Site Location.) The legal description of the Park 
property is found in Exhibit A and a site map is found in Exhibit B.  
 

 
Figure 2:  Mobile Home Site Location 
 
 

C. Mobile Home Park Description  
 
The Park, constructed in 1958, is over 60 years old, much older than the majority of 
parks in the City. The Park property is located directly across from City Hall and the 
Civic Center, and directly adjacent to the new City Center. It contains 133 coach spaces 
and several fixed structures, including a central business office, community room, pool, 
and two laundry rooms. (There is no Space #96, which is why there are only 133 
spaces, although space numbers go through #134.) 
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The average age of the homes in the Park is 39 years old. Seven of the units are 10 
years old or less and only one of those homes is five or less years old. Many of the 
homes have one or more types of improvements such as porches, patios, and carports. 
 
The internal roadways are paved with asphalt. The Park is landscaped, with the 
landscaping being in fair condition. 
 
The Park Owner pays for water and trash services. Park residents pay for gas and 
electric services, and each space has independent meters. A map of the Park is 
presented in Exhibit B of this report. 
 
The Park Owner intends to close the Park for subsequent redevelopment.  At this time, 
there is no proposed replacement development due to uncertain forecasts in the post-
pandemic real estate market, the unknown cost and timing of local approval to close the 
Park, and other factors. The Park Owner anticipates developing the property into denser 
housing and possible mixed-use appropriate to the City’s burgeoning Civic Center area 
at the intersection of Avalon Boulevard and Carson Street, where the Park remains an 
underdeveloped parcel. 
 
There is no intent to sell the Park, so Residents have not been offered the option of a 
long-term lease of the land and purchase of the improvements. 
 
The proposed RIR does not involve any change to the existing zoning designations or 
General Plan land use designations. The City’s consideration of the proposed RIR is not 
subject to review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), because it 
does not constitute a “project” within the meaning of CEQA. (Pub. Res. Code §21065; 
14 CCR §15378). Approval of the RIR does not constitute “approval” of any “project” for 
purposes of CEQA, because the RIR is not a project, and because approval of the RIR 
does not commit the City to a definite course of action or foreclose options or 
alternatives in regard to any project (14 CCR §15352). 
 

Mobile Home Park Resident Profile 

This Report is being prepared based on the known occupants of the Park as of 
September 2020. As of the date of this Report, there are 127 owner-occupied spaces, 
three tenant-occupied spaces (Park-owned units), three vacant spaces and a trash 
receptacle in another space (would be Space #96). 
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Residents were first notified of the Park Owner’s intent to close the Park on February 
20, 2018. Informational meetings for the Residents were held at the Park’s clubhouse 
on March 3, 2018, March 5, 2018 and March 6, 2018 to inform the Park residents of the 
Park Owner’s intention to close the Park. Additional information was provided at each 
meeting regarding the residents’ rights, the park closure process, and the estimated 
Park closure timeframe, including the requirement to survey the Park residents and 
prepare the RIR. Residents were given an information sheet to take home with them as 
well (Exhibit C).  
 
In mid-May 2018, resident questionnaires, approved by the City of Carson, were mailed 
to all Park households and were also made available in the Park office. A letter 
requesting and encouraging residents to complete and return the questionnaires, in 
order to be represented in the RIR, and to assist the Park Owner with fully 
understanding the impacts a Park closure would have on residents, were also mailed at 
that time (Exhibit C). Reminder letters regarding the importance of completing and 
returning the questionnaires were mailed to all households who had not yet returned a 
completed questionnaire as of the end of June 2018 (Exhibit C). All information and 
letters throughout the resident outreach process were provided in English and Spanish. 
 
Completed, or partially completed, questionnaires were returned by 127 of the 130 Park 
households as of September 2020.  
 
Mobile homes in the Park are either owned by the occupant/resident, owned by the 
Park and rented to the occupant/renter, or owned by an off-site owner and rented to the 
occupant/renter. Based upon the information provided by the residents, the majority of 
homes are owner-occupied, there are three Park-owned units occupied by tenants, and 
there may be a handful of non-Park owned units occupied by tenants. The Park 
Manager provided information that indicates there may be in fact several sub-tenants on 
site. Non-owner occupants are not mobile home residents under the MRL or Ordinance 
and are not entitled to relocation mitigation assistance under the MRL or Ordinance. 
Verification of ownership will be required as part of the relocation process. 
 
A summary of available Park resident questionnaire responses is provided in Exhibit D. 
(Completed questionnaires with additional personal information regarding the 
household, i.e. income level, disabilities, etc., was provided to the City of Carson under 
separate and private cover per the requirements of the Ordinance, together with a 
Confidential Resident Information spreadsheet.) The resident-reported information has 
not been confirmed. 

21



 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

6 

 
There is incomplete household data in some instances due to the lack of response to 
multiple survey requests, and/or although a household may have completed and 
returned a questionnaire, some residents declined to provide information about specific 
aspects of their household. The following data was reported but has not been verified. 
The residents will be required to provide written documentation of ownership, income, 
age, occupancy, special needs, loans balances, etc. at the time of relocations. 
 
The 127 respondent households are comprised of a total of 302 adults and 62 children 
(17 years or younger) for a total of known 364 residents. Fifty households reported 
having at least one senior member (62 years of age of age or older), and 44 households 
reported at least one member with a disability. (In California, disability is defined by the 
Fair Employment and Housing Act (FEHA) as an actual or perceived physical or mental 
disability or medical condition that is disabling, potentially disabling or perceived to be 
disabling or potentially disabling, which limits a major life activity). The total numbers of 
reported senior and disabled individuals are also depicted in Table 1 below:  
 
TABLE 1: Tenant Occupancy Data 

Adults Children Senior Disabled 
302 62 67 58 

 
Of the 127 households who responded, 119 households provided unsubstantiated 
information regarding gross household income. According to income standards for Los 
Angeles County (Exhibit E) adjusted for family size as published by the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), the households, as self-
reported, would qualify as follows in Table 2:  
 

TABLE 2: Park Household Incomes 
Income Level # of Households 
Extremely Low Income (30% or less of area median income) 56 
Very Low Income (31% - 50% of area median income) 39 
Low Income (51% - 80% of area median income) 22 
Above Low Income (> 80% of area median income) 2 
Unknown Income 8 

 
Twenty-three of the respondent households reported existing loans on their homes 
ranging from $3,000 - $140,000. 
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The mobile homes within the Park are reported to be one-bedroom, two-bedroom and 
three-bedroom units, although some mobile home owners did not allow access to their 
homes and the bedroom counts are not verified at this time. Bedroom count and size of 
units is reported in Exhibit D.  

Replacement Housing Resources  
One of the impacts of the proposed closure may be the Park residents’ need to identify 
the availability of replacement sites to which a mobile home could be moved or other 
replacement housing options. Per the Ordinance, available spaces in comparable 
mobile home parks within a 50-mile radius have been identified within the RIR. Initially, 
a search was conducted of all mobile home parks within a 30-mile radius, regardless of 
actual comparability to the Park.  
 
For parks within 31-50 miles of the Park, the following comparability criterion was 
applied: size of the park (number of spaces), restrictions (senior versus family), space 
rent, and amenities. When interviewed, the current Park residents consistently stated 
they wanted to remain in the Carson community or as close as possible. Therefore, all 
parks, regardless of comparability, were included in the search up to 30 miles to present 
more options to the Park residents. Following is information on the availability of 
replacement sites in mobile home parks; mobile homes for sale and rent; and 
availability of all types of rental housing.   
 

A. Mobile Home Park Space 
A search was conducted to determine the availability of vacant mobile home spaces or 
pads in parks as described above. A complete list of the parks with the number of 
available spaces and conditions, and the reported type of mobile homes and residents 
accepted, is presented in Exhibit F.  
 

Based on the survey of mobile home parks and of those parks where a representative 
was available to answer questions, 13 available vacant spaces were identified. Space 
rents for these parks range from $850 to $1,670 per month, depending on the size and 
location. 
 

Although some of the mobile homes within the Park are in fair to good condition, there 
are other limitations to moving them to another park. Generally accepted standards and 
practices among mobile home park operators allow homes to be moved into the park if 
they are less than five years old and deny homes that are more than ten years old. 
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While some park operators may allow homes in excess of 10 years, they are generally 
not accepted and would have to be approved on an individual basis. Only seven of the 
existing homes within the Park meet the ten-year age standard based on information 
provided and may be considered for acceptance by another park in the immediate 
vicinity. 
 
Therefore, under the above generally accepted standards and practices, it is a 
reasonable assumption that only a very limited number of Park mobile homes with 
associated fixed accessory equipment may be relocated to a comparable mobile home 
park within the vicinity of the Park. 
 
No written commitments from mobile home park owners willing to accept displaced 
residents were sought or obtained. It is the relocation specialist’s universal experience 
that park owners will not provide written commitments to accept relocated homes 
without knowing information about the home, when the homeowner seeks to relocate to 
their park, or whether the park owner will have a vacant space at that unknown future 
time.  

B. Mobile Homes For Sale 
A survey of for-sale mobile homes currently on the market identified 326 mobile homes 
for sale within comparable parks in a 50-mile radius, with prices ranging from $15,250 to 
$299,900, although the majority of dwellings were listed between $60,000 - $120,000. 
Mobile homes with higher sale prices may include the land, making it very much like 
single family residences or condominium units with common area maintenance monthly 
dues instead of space rents. Higher prices also indicate more park amenities and newer 
manufactured homes or mobile homes than exist at the Park.  
 
An additional reason homes in those parks are priced higher is if they are in a rent-
controlled City, because lower rents create high home prices. The available mobile 
homes for sale that were surveyed can also be found in Exhibit F. The results are as of 
March 2020, although it is an ever-changing market, and the results are a snapshot in 
time. 
 

New mobile homes for sale were also researched with the following results shown in 
Table 3 on the following page: 
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TABLE 3: New Mobile Homes for Sale 

Company 1 BR 2 BR 3 BR Installation 
& Shipping 

Factory Expo $26,900 - 
$30,400 

$36,444 –  
60,389  

$81,295 - 
$92,217  

$10,000-
15,000 

The Homes Direct $42,961 – 
49,900  

$50,900 - 
$85,900 

$65,637 - 
$119,900  

$20,000-
26,000 

Home Nation $39,946 - 
$47,280  

$46,130 - 
$51,375  

$86,106 - 
$98,293  $5,000-8,000 

 

As an alternative to purchasing a mobile home, a Park resident may consider 
purchasing a condominium. A survey for available condos for sale within the vicinity was 
conducted and the results are shown in Exhibit G. Thirty-seven condos for sale were 
identified with list prices ranging from $141,900 - $995,000. 
 

C. Rental Housing 
A mobile home within another park would be considered the most comparable dwelling 
to what the residents currently occupy. A rental survey was also performed to identify 
the availability of mobile homes for rent within the Parks identified in Exhibit F. One 
mobile home was available for rent at a total monthly rental rate of $2,152 for home and 
space rent.  
 

Due to the limited availability of mobile homes for rent in the area, a search of other 
types of available low-density rental units (SFR, duplex, tri-plex, quad-plex), 
townhomes/condos and apartment rental units was conducted. Additional rental housing 
was identified and is shown in Table 4 below as a summary of the availability of these 
types of rental units within a 15-mile radius of the Park. 

 
TABLE 4: Availability and Cost of Rental Housing 
Bedroom Size Studio One Two Three 
No. Found 282 241 230 165 
Rent Range $1,000 - $1,850 $950 - $1,950 $925 - $2,700 $1,200 - $3,195 

 
Specific listings for rental units can be found in Exhibit H.  

Moving Costs  

Assuming a mobile home could be moved and there was an available location, the 
Owner will pay for all reasonable costs associated for moving a Park resident’s dwelling 
to another location. These costs may include, but are not limited to, the cost to 
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disassemble an existing mobile home and all appurtenances in the Park, to transport 
the dwelling, and to reassemble the mobile home and all appurtenances in another 
mobile home park or location. 
 

General moving estimates were secured by two professional movers – both reviewed 
and approved by the City of Carson. Their estimated ranges of cost are as follows: 
 

Mover 1: Terra Firma  
Estimate: 
Single wide $9,000 - $12,000 
Doublewide $14,000-$16,000 
(ranges are based on appurtenances and the extent of exterior improvements that can be relocated) 
Prices include tear down, transportation, setup, and permits. 
The price range includes transportation within 50 miles of subject dwelling. 
 
Mover 2:  Hemet Valley  
Estimate: 
Single wide $7,000 - $10,000 
Doublewide $12,000-$15,000 
(ranges are based on appurtenances and the extent of exterior improvements that can be relocated) 
Prices include tear down, transportation, setup, and permits. The price range includes 
transportation within 50 miles of subject dwelling; estimates may vary depending on 
exact height/width of the unit, specifics of route, the condition of axles, number of 
awnings, and other factors. 
 
These same rates/ranges would apply to moves from Carson to the Yucaipa parks 
referenced in the proposed relocation mitigation measures. 
 

Estimated costs to relocate the personal property within the mobile home to a 
replacement dwelling are based on the federal fixed move schedule for the state of 
California and include utility transfer fees. Payment amount examples include $1,165 for 
a one-bedroom unit, $1,375 for a two-bedroom unit and $1,665 for a three-bedroom 
unit. 
 
 

Mobile Home On-Site and Off-Site Values 
Appraisals were completed in June 2020 by MAI-certified appraiser, James B. Netzer, 
who is qualified to appraise mobile homes, accessory structures and appurtenances. 
Mr. Netzer was instructed to value each dwelling as defined in Section C (6) of the 
Ordinance. He personally conducted exterior inspections of the individual tenant 
coaches on May 26, 2020 and May 27, 2020. His inspections included review and 
confirmation of physical data included in each individual "Summary Description of 
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Home" prepared by MAI-certified appraiser James Brabant based on his interior 
inspections of each individual coach in October 2018. All owners of the units were 
offered the opportunity to walk the lot and home during inspection to offer information 
about the dwelling and any improvements.  
 
Mr. Netzer also reviewed the “Homeowner Disclosure Statement” that was prepared by 
each coach owner and compared it to his exterior inspection of each coach and also to 
Mr. Brabant’s inspections. Subsequently, the City directed Mr. Brabant to review Mr. 
Netzer’s appraisals and provide his opinion. Both Mr. Netzer’s and Mr. Brabant’s full 
reports and individual appraised values will be provided with the RIR for each coach 
owner’s review. 
 
The appraised off-site values of the Park units ranged from $5,575 to $86,000. The 
appraised NADA on-site values of the Park units ranged from $5,899 to $95,829. Mr. 
Netzer’s appraised on-site values of the Park units ranged from $12,875 to $131,200, 
totaling $4,867,420 for all coaches. Mr. Brabant’s appraised on-site values ranged from 
$26,890 to $169,830 totaling $8,456,485 for all coaches - $3,598,065, or 74% higher 
than Mr. Netzer’s valuations. 
. 

Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures 

The relevant statutory law for the closure of a mobile home park and specific 
requirements for mitigation are California Government Code Section 65863.7, Civil 
Code Section 798.56(g), and City of Carson Municipal Code 9128.21, which indicates 
the City prior to closure will review the steps taken by the Park Owner to mitigate 
adverse impacts of the closure on the ability of the displaced mobile home owners to 
find adequate housing in a mobile home park.  
 
Given the linkage between mitigation and reasonable relocation costs, the Owner 
should determine what elements should be considered in determining “reasonable costs 
of relocation.” The scarcity of available mobile home park space and the difficulty or 
impossibility anticipated in the actual moving and set-up of the majority of the existing 
mobile homes in the Park allows for the opportunity to provide alternative assistance to 
secure replacement housing. 
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A.  Impacts to Mobile Home Owners and Park Residents 
All residents face the issue of the disposition of their mobile home and relocation to a 
replacement dwelling. Physical relocation of the existing dwelling to another mobile 
home park is likely not an option for the majority of the mobile home owners desiring to 
stay in the immediate vicinity. Finding available alternative space, particularly for older 
mobile homes, will be a challenge. 
 
The main concern of the Park residents is with the potential financial impact resulting 
from the loss of affordable pad rent, and where they can afford to relocate. Some of the 
residents report to be elderly and on fixed incomes, and a high percentage of 
households reported they are Extremely Low and Very Low Income.  
 

Parents of minor children within the Park expressed the desire to remain within the 
geographic boundaries of their current schools. Many families have indicated they need 
to remain in the Carson or nearby area close to employment, current doctors, medical 
facilities, caregivers, family and other service providers. Nearby access to public 
transportation is a necessity for some of the households. 
 
Some households reported they have invested money to remodel or improve their Park 
dwellings and are concerned with recouping their investments. As of the date of this 
Report, actual improvements and costs have not been verified. 
 
And finally, resident owners with disabilities, including mobility challenges, were 
reported, which may create a need for these owners to secure replacement housing 
capable of accommodating the physical disabilities comparable to accommodations in 
their current dwelling. 
 

B. Relocation Mitigation Measures 
Section 65863.7 of the Government Code does not require a local government to 
impose any mitigation measures, and clearly limits imposition of any measures to 
mitigate any adverse impact of the closure on the ability of displaced Park resident to 
find adequate housing in a mobilehome park to the reasonable cost of relocation.  
 
In approving mitigation measures for a prior mobilehome park closure, the City found 
the following: 
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The issues, as discussed above, raise questions concerning whether the 
“Comparable Sales” appraisal method or the “Depreciated Replacement Cost” 
appraisal method is the most appropriate appraisal methodology in reviewing the 
adverse impacts of park closures on displaced Mobilehome tenants. As a result 
of numerous public hearings before the Planning Commission and City Council 
on other park closure proposals, it has been determined that the mandate of the 
City's RIR Ordinance and Section 65863.7 of the California Government Code 
that the relocation benefits imposed not exceed the “Reasonable Costs of 
Relocation” provide reasons for the use of the Depreciated Replacement Cost 
appraisal method. This appraisal method is based on a guide, such as the 
Marshall & Swift Manual. This manual is used to establish the cost of replacing 
the home and then appraising the then depreciated cost based on the age and 
condition of the dwelling. This eliminates any value that might be attributable to 
the Rent Control Ordinance. The use of the Depreciated Replacement Cost 
appraisal method results in a value for the Mobilehome and no value for the 
underlying land except to the limited extent that it assumes that the unit can be 
located on another theoretical site in Southern California. 

 
Park Avalon is over 60 years old, much older than the majority of parks in the City. The 
Owner has invested over $350,000.00 in upgrades to the Park since purchasing it only 
three years ago. The Owner has also spent over $200,000.00 in plumbing and gas line 
repairs. However, a substantial investment in below-grade infrastructure (gas lines, 
water lines, electricity, etc.) estimated to cost over $2.5 Million dollars will need to be 
invested if the Park is to continue to operate, necessitating its closure. Furthermore, all 
of these costs, plus interest, may be passed on to the residents themselves pursuant to 
Carson Municipal Code section 4704, which would result in large capital improvement 
rent increases to the residents, and would nonetheless require the Owner to make the 
initial substantial investment, yet be repaid over an extremely long period of time. In 
short, the Park is very near the end of its useful life. 
 
The following relocation costs, relocation assistance, and additional benefits will be 
offered to the mobile home resident-owners. 
 

A. In situations where it is feasible to relocate a mobile home, payment will be 
provided as set forth below to Eligible Resident Owners. Eligible Resident 
Owners are registered owner(s) of their mobilehome, or trustors or beneficiaries 
of living trusts holding title to the mobilehome or hold a life estate in the 
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mobilehome, whose mobilehome was located in the park and who have resided 
in that mobilehome continually since the date Owner notified residents of its 
intent to close the Park on February 20, 2018. 
 
1. Reimburse the actual cost to relocate the mobile home, including without 

limitation, to disassemble, transport, reassemble and level the mobile home 
and all permitted moveable accessory structures (awnings, skirting, porches, 
carports, storage structures, skirting, etc.) to another mobile home park within 
50 miles of the Park. Transportation of the mobilehome will be provided by a 
licensed, bonded and insured mover, who will disconnect and reconnect all 
utilities and obtain all required permits; 
 

2. Payment of a lump sum to compensate for first and last month’s rent and any 
security deposit at the new mobile home park; 

 
3. Payment of a lump sum to compensate for any differential between rental rate 

at the Park and the new park in the first year of the new tenancy; 
 

4. Payment of moving costs associated with moving all personal property, 
allowance to be determined based on the most current federal fixed move 
schedule for the State of California and the size of the displacement dwelling 
and/or professional mover bids; 

 
5. Payment up to $1,500 for necessary modifications to the mobile home to 

accommodate a handicapped or disabled person within the replacement park, 
if the current mobile home has already been modified; 

 
6. Services of a relocation specialist to assist owners through aspects of the 

relocation to include, but not be limited to, explaining options and relocation 
assistance program details, identifying replacement units, coordinate moving 
arrangements and payment of benefits, not to exceed eight hours of 
assistance from the specialist; and 

 
7. If the mobilehome can be moved and accepted into another mobilehome 

park, and an available space has been offered to the Eligible Resident 
Owner, the Park Owner shall allow the Resident Owner a maximum of two (2) 
weeks to visit the alternate comparable park and make a decision regarding 

30



 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

15 

whether to accept the new location. It is the responsibility of the relocation 
specialist to document in writing all offers for comparable spaces. If the 
Resident Owner refuses to accept a valid, documented offer to relocate a 
movable unit to a comparable park within the 6-month park closure period, 
the Resident Owner shall forfeit all rights to claims under Subsection “C” 
below. In this case, the resident is eligible only for the appropriate moving 
expenses payment. If it is determined that due to the age or physical 
condition the mobilehome cannot be relocated, the Resident Owner shall be 
eligible for payment pursuant to Subsection “C” below.  

 
B. Up to ten (10) Eligible Resident Owners may relocate their mobilehome to either 

Northview Mobile Estate or Carriage Trade Manor in Yucaipa, CA. For the first 
ten (10) residents who choose to have their mobilehome relocated to Northview 
Mobile Estate or Carriage Trade Manor, Owner agrees to the following: 
 
1. Reimburse the actual cost to relocate the mobile home, including without 

limitation, to disassemble, transport, reassemble and level the mobile home 
and all permitted moveable accessory structures (awnings, skirting, porches, 
carports, storage structures, skirting, etc.) to Northview Mobile Estate or 
Carriage Trade Manor. Transportation of the mobilehome will be provided by 
a licensed, bonded and insured mover, who will disconnect and reconnect all 
utilities and obtain all required permits; 
 

2. Waive payment of first and last month’s rent and security deposit at the new 
mobile home park; 

 
3. Space rent shall initially be set at the same space rent the relocating resident 

last paid at Park Avalon, and thereafter shall be subject to and adjusted 
according to Yucaipa’s Mobilehome Park Rent Stabilization Ordinance 
(Yucaipa Muni. Code § 15.20.010 et seq.) and Administrative Rules for the 
Implementation of the Yucaipa Mobilehome Park Rent Stabilization 
Ordinance http://www.yucaipa.org/wp-content/uploads/mhp/AR2020.pdf 
(which, in general and together with other provisions such as for capital 
improvement-related increases, limits annual rent increases to 80% of the 
change in local CPI); or the Resident Owner and Park management may 
enter into a long-term lease pursuant to the provisions of Civil Code § 798.17 
at any time; 

31



 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

16 

 
4. Payment of moving costs associated with moving all personal property, 

allowance to be determined based on the most current federal fixed move 
schedule for the State of California and the size of the displacement dwelling 
and/or professional mover bids; 
 

5. Payment up to $1,500 for necessary modifications to the mobile home to 
accommodate a handicapped or disabled person within the replacement park, 
if the current mobile home has already been modified; 

 

6. Services of a relocation specialist to assist owners through aspects of the 
relocation to include, but not be limited to, explaining options and relocation 
assistance program details, identifying replacement units, coordinate moving 
arrangements and payment of benefits, not to exceed eight hours of 
assistance from the specialist. 

 
C. In situations where it is not feasible to relocate the mobile home, and the mobile 

home owner rents or buys a replacement dwelling, payment will be provided to 
Eligible Resident Owners as follows: 
 

1. Lump sum payment equal to the NADA Onsite Value as determined by Mr. 
Netzer plus additional moving and relocation assistance provided in below; 
 

2. Lump sum of $4,800 for a one-bedroom mobilehome, $5,700 for a two-
bedroom, and $7,200 for a three-bedroom as rental assistance in the form of 
first and last month’s rent and security deposit for subsequent housing; 

 

3. Payment of moving costs associated with moving all personal property, 
allowance to be determined based on the most current federal fixed move 
schedule for the State of California and the size of the displacement dwelling 
and/or professional mover bids; 

 

4. Services of a relocation specialist to assist owners through aspects of the 
relocation to include, but not be limited to, explaining options and relocation 
assistance program details, identifying replacement units, coordinate moving 
arrangements and payment of benefits, not to exceed eight hours of 
assistance from the specialist; 
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5. If the homeowner chooses to transfer the mobilehome to the Owner, the 
Owner will be physically and financially responsible for any disposal or 
disposition of the dwelling unless an existing lien was placed on the home 
after February 2018, or should a pre-February 2018 loan be in default, in 
which case it is the homeowner’s responsibility to dispose of the dwelling; and 

 

6. Leaseback Option. Park residents who wish to opt for early termination of 
their Park space tenancies shall have the right to do so at any time, subject to 
compliance with applicable provisions of the Mobilehome Residency Law and 
execution of an early termination agreement with the Owner. Upon the 
transfer of title to the Owner, the resident will have the option to lease back 
the home until the closure of the Park. A resident who chooses the 
Leaseback Option must enter into a month-to-month rental agreement for the 
home and space at the same base rental rate last paid during home 
ownership, with 5% annual increases thereafter. Such rental agreement will 
be terminable by either party upon a 60-day written notice. 

 
D. Tenant Assistance 

 
1. While the Owner has no obligation under law to mitigate relocation costs for 

households occupied by tenants in Park-owned mobilehomes, the Owner will 
provide a fixed payment based on the federal fixed move schedule for the 
State of California to such renter to assist the renter with moving their 
personal property to a replacement dwelling provided the renter and all other 
occupants permanently vacate the Park;  

 
2. In consideration of Park Rules which prohibit home owners from subleasing to 

non-owner residents, and because Owner has no obligation under law to 
mitigate relocation costs for households occupied by non-owner subtenants, 
no relocation assistance will be provided to subleasing tenants or non-
residents. State law does not permit requiring mitigation measures to non-
resident mobilehome owners. Any issues or conflicting information concerning 
home ownership, violation of any Park rules, and verification of residence in 
the park must be resolved with Park Owner prior to any mitigations being 
provided. 
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Relocation Plan / Explanation of Services 

It is not known at the time of this Report, how long the actual physical moves of mobile 
homes would take, nor how many homes will be able to be moved at all. It is the opinion 
of the author that no mobile home manufactured in 2010 or older will be able to be 
accepted at any of the mobile home parks within the County of Los Angeles.  
 
There is ample available housing in Carson and other nearby communities for the 
residents of the Park. While no two communities are alike, the residents undoubtedly 
have other quality, well-maintained mobile home park communities and other 
comparable alternatives available for their consideration as housing options. If the 
objective of Park residents were to continue owning a mobile home, resident owners 
could be assisted to move their mobile home or provide compensation to assist in the 
purchase of a replacement mobile home and the other compensation as listed on Pages 
13 – 16. We have concluded that it will be challenging to move the majority of the 
existing mobile homes to another park in the immediate vicinity. 
  
If purchasing a replacement mobile home is considered an option, buyers will find an 
adequate inventory of for-sale mobile homes in good parks throughout Los Angeles 
County and surrounding counties.  
 

In the event it is unfeasible to move the mobile home, the condo sale and rental housing 
market in Carson and Los Angeles County offers another option to residents. An 
adequate supply of available housing options exists in the market for the existing 
residents to consider. 
  
Any relocation assistance payments will be conditioned on the completion of actual 
arrangements to move a mobile home and improvements, or the rental/purchase of 
replacement housing, and upon the resident permanently vacating the Park on a date 
certain. The residents must also enter into a relocation agreement, which specifies the 
resident-selected relocation benefits in accordance with this report or as mutually 
agreed upon.  
 

Current Park residents will have to select in writing their choice of a relocation 
assistance option after the date the Planning Commission, or if on appeal thereto, the 
City Council, adopts a resolution or takes other affirmative action that finds under 
applicable law that this Report is adequate and sufficient and the resident receives a 
minimum of a 180-day notice to vacate. Notwithstanding that a resident does not timely 
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or otherwise select a relocation assistance option, the resident will still be required to 
vacate the Park no sooner than six (6) months following proper notice pursuant to Civil 
Code section 798.56(g)(2).  
 

Mobile home owners will be offered the assistance of a relocation counselor to assist in 
identifying replacement dwellings and to coordinate moving arrangements and the 
payment of relocation assistance. Requests for funds will be timely processed in a 
reasonable manner and signed acknowledgments of receipt of payments will be 
maintained in individual relocation files. 
 
It is not within the scope of this Report to address any disputed issues that may have 
been raised in the process of exploring the Park’s closure. The recommendations which 
have been made however do provide an equitable basis for determining relocation 
assistance under current regulatory standards. Under the level of proposed assistance, 
it is anticipated there is the opportunity for all residents to maintain a residence within or 
in proximity to Carson and the surrounding communities.  
 

Claim forms or agreements will be provided and payments made based on the option 
selected within the timeframe specified above. The relocation assistance payments will 
be based on the mitigation measure option chosen by the Park resident. Upon proof of 
need, adequate advance payments may be made to assist residents with securing 
replacement housing and final payments will be made after the resident has vacated the 
Park.  
 

In situations where it is not feasible to move the mobile home, any mobile home owner 
that is eligible to receive a relocation payment as the owner of the dwelling will need to 
provide a valid Department of Motor Vehicles or Department of Housing and Community 
Development title to confirm ownership. Any title issues will need to be resolved by 
the unit owner prior to release of funds.  
 

The procedures for claiming benefits are to be as follows:  
 

1. Claimants will provide all reasonable and necessary documentation to 
substantiate eligibility for assistance, including income, ownership status, 
occupancy, etc.; 

 

 2. Assistance amounts will be determined; 
 

3. Required claim forms will be prepared by relocation personnel and 
relocation agreements will be prepared by an attorney. Signed claims, 
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cooperation agreements, and supporting documentation will be submitted 
by relocation personnel to the Owner; 

 

4. The Owner will review and if in conformance with the selected relocation 
program, will reply with concurrence and approval for processing the 
payment, or request additional information; 

 

5. The relocation specialist will issue benefit checks, which will be available 
at their offices for pick-up, delivered personally or mailed, depending on 
circumstances; 

 
6. A final payment will be issued after confirmation the resident has 

completely vacated the Park; 
 

7. Receipts of payment will be obtained and maintained in the relocation 
case file.  

 

Throughout the relocation process, a relocation specialist will be available to assist 
owners with their relocation assistance needs (limited to eight hours per household) 
including the following: 
 

1.  Be available to provide an explanation of benefits, so residents have a full 
understanding of the issues related to the closure of the mobile home 
park. 

 

2. Providing assistance as needed and requested to lessen hardships by 
working with real estate agents, property managers, lenders, health care 
providers and others. 

3. Search for available replacement dwellings within and outside of Carson 
or in the area desired by the resident. 

 

4.  Provide assistance in claiming relocation assistance funds from the 
Owner. 

 

 5.  Other individual assistance that may be required on a case by case basis. 
 
 

Proposed Timetable for Park Closure 

The termination of tenancies (closure) will not occur earlier than six (6) months following 
proper notice pursuant to Civil Code section 798.56(g)(2). The Owner will adhere to all 
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noticing requirements as outlined in the Ordinance, Government Code and MRL. Upon 
all required approvals, residents will receive a minimum of six months’ notice to vacate. 
 

Conclusion 
It is the Owner’s intent to adhere to all state law and local regulations in consideration of 
the Park closure. Additionally, as discussed in this Report, in its entirety, the assistance 
the Owner is offering is beyond the minimum requirements of the law to lessen the 
impact of closing the Park, as follows: 
 

• Payment of a lump sum to acquire the dwelling for any eligible resident 
homeowner’s whose home cannot be moved 

 
• Payment of the actual cost to relocate any mobile home that can be moved. 

 
• Payment of a lump sum to compensate for first and last month’s rent and 

security deposit at a new dwelling. 
 
• Payment of up to $1,500 for necessary modifications to the relocated mobile 

home to accommodate a handicapped or disabled Park resident, if the Park 
resident currently has a modified unit. 

 
• Payment of moving costs associated with moving all personal property. 

 
• Relocation assistance services of a relocation professional to assist all Park 

residents; 
 
• Absorbing the cost of removing and disposing of the mobile homes left in the 

Park for unit owners that elect to sell their mobile home to the Owner. 
 

List of Exhibits: 
 
Exhibit A – Legal Description of the Park 
Exhibit B – Park Map 
Exhibit C – Resident Correspondence 
Exhibit D – Park Resident Questionnaire Responses 
Exhibit E – HUD Income Limits 
Exhibit F – Available Mobile Home Spaces and Units for Rent/Purchase 
Exhibit G – Available Condos for Sale 
Exhibit H – Available Rental Housing 
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Exhibit A – Legal Description of the Park 
 
 

PARCEL 1: 
LOT 57 OF TRACT NO, 2982, IN THE CITY OF CARSON, COUNTY OF LOS 
ANGELES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AS PER MAP RECORDED IN BOOK 35 PAGE 
31 OF MAPS IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF SAID COUNTY, 
EXCEPT THEREFROM THE NORTHERLY 20 FEET OF SAID LAND. 
 
PARCEL 2: 
THE WESTERLY 90 FEET OF LOT 1 OF TRACT NO. 4546, IN THE CITY OF 
CARSON, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AS PER MAP 
RECORDED IN BOOK SO, PAGES 21 AND 22 OF MAPS, IN THE OFFICE OF THE 
COUNTY RECORDER OF SAID COUNTY. EXCEPT THEREFROM THE NORTHERLY 
20 FEET OF SAID LAND. 
 
PARCEL 3: 
THE EASTERLY 356 FEET OF THE NORTHERLY 198 FEET OF LOT 2 Of TRACT IN 
THE CITY OF CARSON, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA MAP 
RECORDED IN BOOK SO PAGES 21 AND 22 OF MAPS IN THE OFFICE OF 
COUNTY RECORDER OF SAID COUNTY. EXCEPT THEREFROM THAT PORTION 
OF THE SOUTHERLY 99 FEET OF SAID LYING EASTERLY OF THE EASTERLY 
LINE OF THE WESTERLY 419 FEET OF SAID LAND. 
 
PARCEL 4: 
LOT 2 OF TRACT NO. 4.546, IN THE CITY OF CARSON, COUNTY OF LOS 
ANGELES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AS PER MAP RECORDED IN BOOK 50 PAGES 
21 AND 22 OF THE OFFICE Of THE COUNTY RECORDER OF SAID COUNTY. 
EXCEPT THEREFROM THE NORTHERLY 198 FEET OF THE EASTERLY 356 FEE 
LOT. ALSO EXCEPT THEREFROM THE SOUTHERLY 66 FEET OF THE EASTERLY 
305 SAID LOT. ALSO EXCEPT THEREFROM THE REMAINDER OF SAID LOT THAT 
PORTION L EASTERLY OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF THE WESTERLY 475 FEET 
OF SAID LOT. 
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Exhibit B –Park Map 
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Exhibit C – Resident Correspondence 
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Park Avalon Mobile Estates 
Frequently Asked Questions 

 
1. What is the process for closing the park? The property owner will submit an application to 

the City of Carson (City) for a conversion permit to allow them to close the park. The property 
owner must prepare a Relocation Impact Report (RIR) to describe the impacts a park closure would 
have on the residents of the park and to propose relocation assistance that will be offered to residents 
of the park. The property owner must also submit the RIR to the City for approval by the City 
Council at a public hearing. A relocation company, Overland, Pacific & Cutler, LLC (OPC), has 
been hired to collect information from all park residents regarding the impacts a park closure may 
have on them. OPC will mail questionnaires to park residents within the next two weeks. The 
information you provide will be included in the RIR OPC will prepare. OPC will also research 
available replacement housing options for park residents.  
 

2. Will I have to move out? Yes, once the park closure is approved by the City of Carson, you 
will be provided with written notice at least six months prior to the date on which everyone will 
need to relocate permanently. 

 
3. As an owner of a dwelling within the park, do I have any rights related to the park 

closure?  Yes, the property owner must follow all requirements of California Mobile Home 
Residency Law and the City of Carson’s Municipal Code Chapter 8 – 9128.21 in order to close the 
park. This includes providing to all park residents a Relocation Impact Report (RIR) to address the 
impacts of a closure on current park residents, and advance written notice of the public hearing by 
the Carson City Council to consider approval of the RIR and the park closure. It also includes 
financial assistance for the owner of a mobile home to relocate the mobile home and all personal 
property to an alternate location or an offer to purchase the mobile home, if it cannot be relocated. 
Additional relocation related benefits will also be available for residents and will be discussed 
further in the RIR. 

 
4. Where will I go? You may choose to relocate your mobile home to another park or property of 

your choice and the property owner will pay the cost to relocate the dwelling and your personal 
property, or you may sell your mobile home to the property owner and move into another dwelling 
at a location of your choice. The RIR will list available mobile homes for sale and for rent as well 
as available condos and apartments for sale and for rent, and you will receive assistance in 
identifying replacement housing. 

 
5. What if my household has special needs or circumstances that would make it difficult for 

us to move from the park?  OPC relocation specialists will be available to you. You can give 
them the details of your circumstances and how a park closure may impact your household. The 
property owner will then propose mitigation measures within the RIR to address impacts to park 
residents. To schedule a phone interview, please call (800) 400-7356 and ask for Norma Jacquez 
or Liset Corona to schedule an appointment convenient for you. 
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May 15, 2018 
 
<<Resident Name>> 
750 E. Carson Street, Sp# __  
Carson, CA 90745 
 
RE: Park Avalon Mobile Estates – Resident Questionnaire 
 
Dear <<NAME>> and all other occupants: 
 
As you know, Park Avalon Mobile Estates, LLC (Park Owner) has submitted an application to close Park Avalon 
Mobile Estates (Park) located at 750 E. Carson Street, Carson, CA. As previously discussed at several Park 
resident meetings, one of the requirements of the park closure process is the preparation and approval of a 
Relocation Impact Report (RIR). The RIR will discuss the impacts to current Park residents when the Park is 
closed, and it will describe the steps the Park Owner will take to mitigate those impacts and the assistance that 
will be offered to Park residents. 
 
Overland, Pacific and Cutler has been hired to prepare the RIR. The City of Carson (City) is requiring the Park 
owner to provide Park households with a questionnaire per Carson Ordinance 9128.21 (Ordinance) for each Park 
resident to complete, so that information about Park households and potential relocation needs can be 
incorporated into the RIR. Enclosed you will find the City approved questionnaire. We encourage you to answer 
the questionnaire completely, as it is important your circumstances are represented in the RIR. 
 
Although some questions may be personal in nature, please be assured that information you provide about 
household income, disabilities and/or other private sensitive information will not be included in the RIR, which 
will be a public document. However the City does require the Park owner to attempt to collect all of the 
information on the enclosed questionnaire and requires the Park Owner to submit all completed questionnaires to 
the City with the RIR.  
 
Private information you provide will be transmitted to the City confidentially and separately from the RIR. Group 
statistics will be stated within the RIR, but individual private information will not be part of the report. Your 
participation and completion of the questionnaire is completely voluntary, although again, we encourage you to 
answer all questions completely, so that your household’s circumstances and the impacts a Park closure would 
have on your family are understood and presented within the RIR for the City’s review when considering 
approval of the RIR and the Park closure. 
 
Per the Ordinance, residents are to be given 30 days to respond to the questionnaire. Please complete the 
questionnaire and return it to us in the enclosed self-addressed stamped envelope by Monday, June 18, 2018.  
 
If you prefer to schedule an appointment to answer the questions over the phone, or if you have any questions 
about what is being asked on the questionnaire, please contact Chris Baquir or Liset Corona (Spanish-
speaking) at (800) 400-7356. The relocation specialists can conduct an interview via the telephone at your 
convenience and are available to answer any questions you may have. 
 
Thank you for your cooperation in advance. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Overland, Pacific & Cutler, LLC 
Michele Folk, SR/WA, R/W-RAC, R/W-URAC, R/W-NAC 
Managing Director, Public Sector, Housing & Development 
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June 27, 2018 
 
<<NAME 
750 E. Carson Street, Sp#____  
Carson, CA 90745 
 
RE: Park Avalon Mobile Estates – Resident Questionnaire Reminder 
 
Dear <<NAME>> and all other occupants: 
 
As you know, Park Avalon Mobile Estates, LLC (Park Owner) has submitted an application to close Park Avalon 
Mobile Estates (Park) located at 750 E. Carson Street, Carson, CA, and Overland, Pacific & Cutler was hired to 
prepare the required Relocation Impact Report (RIR). As previously discussed at several Park resident meetings, 
the RIR will discuss the impacts to current Park residents when the Park is closed, and it will describe the steps 
the Park Owner will take to mitigate those impacts and the assistance that will be offered to Park residents. 
 
The City of Carson (City) is requiring the Park owner to provide Park households with a questionnaire per Carson 
Ordinance 9128.21 (Ordinance) for each Park resident to complete, so that information about Park households and 
potential relocation needs can be incorporated into the RIR. You were provided with the questionnaire with a 
cover letter with instructions dated May 15, 2018. Because we have not received a response from you to date, we 
have enclosed the City approved questionnaire again. We encourage you to answer the questionnaire completely, 
as it is important your circumstances are represented in the RIR. 
 
Although the 30 days for residents to respond per the Ordinance has expired, the Park Owner has extended the 
deadline due to the desire to have as many residents represented in the RIR as possible. Please complete the 
questionnaire and return it to us in the enclosed self-addressed stamped envelope by Thursday, July 12, 2018.  
 
If you prefer to schedule an appointment to answer the questions over the phone, or if you have any questions 
about what is being asked on the questionnaire, please contact Chris Baquir or Liset Corona (Spanish-
speaking) at (800) 400-7356. The relocation specialists can conduct an interview via the telephone at your 
convenience and are available to answer any questions you may have.  
 
Sincerely, 
 

Overland, Pacific & Cutler, LLC 
 
 
 
Michele Folk, SR/WA, R/W-RAC, R/W-URAC, R/W-NAC 
Vice President, Housing
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July 07, 2018 
 
<<NAME>> 
750 E. Carson St., Space # 
Carson, CA 90745 
 
Subject:  Closure of Park Avalon Mobile Estates 
 
Dear <<NAME>> and all other occupants: 
 
Thank you for completing and returning the Resident Questionnaire. The information you provided is 
being reviewed and entered into a database that will be used in the preparation of the Relocation Impact 
Report.  
 
The next step in the closure process will be the valuations of the mobilehomes in the park. For those of 
you who are planning to relocate without your mobilehome, the owner of Park Avalon may be purchasing 
your home from you (assuming you are the legal owner) upon closure of the park. That means that there 
have to be appraisals of each home to determine its purchase price. Pursuant to Carson Ordinance 
9128.21(C)(6), the appraisals must be conducted two ways, both as a stand-alone structure and as a 
dwelling within the park with all the rights and amenities of the park. 
 
Depending on the condition of each home when purchased, it may be re-sold or transferred for placement 
in another park.  
 
Pursuant to the California Civil Code, the seller or transferor of any mobilehome must complete a 
Homeowner Disclosure Statement. This is a form that will help identify any known defects or hazardous 
conditions that any future owner/inhabitant should be made aware of. The law states that even if the home 
is to be sold “as is”, seller disclosures are required.   
 
Enclosed is a Homeowner Disclosure form. Please respond to the questions to the best of your knowledge 
and as completely as possible. If you are not the legal owner of the mobilehome in which you reside, 
please notify the park manager as soon as possible so this form may be provided to the owner on title for 
the home. 
 
Please complete this form and return it to us in the enclosed self-addressed stamped envelope by 
Monday, July 23, 2018.  
 
Once the completed Homeowner Disclosures have been received we will begin scheduling inspections of 
the homes by an appraiser, who has been selected by the City.  
 
If you have any questions about what is being asked on the Homeowner Disclosure form, please contact 
Chris Baquir or Liset Corona (Spanish-speaking) at (800) 400-7356.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Norma Jacquez 
Project Manager 
Overland, Pacific & Cutler, LLC 
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Exhibit D – Park Resident Questionnaire Responses 
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Exhibit E – HUD Income Limits 
 
 

The following figures are approved by the U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD) for use in the County of Los Angeles to define and determine housing eligibility by 
income level. 

Area Median Income:  $97,900 

Family Size Extremely Low Very Low Lower 

1 Person 23,700 39,450 63,100 

2 Person 27,050 45,050 72,100 

3 Person 30,450 50,700 81,100 

4 Person 33,800 56,300 90,100 

5 Person 36,550 60,850 97,350 

6 Person 39,250 65,350 104,550 

7 Person 41,950 69,850 111,750 

8 Person 44,650 74,350 118,950 

 
Figures are per the Department of Housing and Urban Development (California), updated in 
April 2020. 
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LEGAL\48728464\2 
LEGAL\48739459\2 

Exhibit F – Available Mobile Home Spaces/Units for Rent/Purchase Within a 50 
Mile Radius of Park Avalon 
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Exhibit G – Available Condos for Sale 
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Exhibit H – Available Rental Housing Within 15 Miles of Park 
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ANDERSON & BRABANT, INC. 
REAL ESTATE APPRAISERS AND CONSULTANTS 

353 W. NINTH AVENUE 

ESCONDIDO, CALIFORNIA 92025-5032 

TELEPHONE (760) 741-4146 

FAX (760) 741-1049 

 
 
 
August 24, 2020 
 
 
Sunny K. Soltani, Esq. 
Aleshire & Wynder, LLP 
18881 Von Karman Ave., Suite 1700 
Irvine, CA 92612 
 
Re: Review of Appraisal  

Park Avalon Mobile Estates 
Tenant Owned Coaches 
750 E. Carson Street 
Carson, California  

Dear Ms. Soltani:  
 

As requested, we have completed a review of an appraisal of Tenant Owned Coaches in 
Park Avalon Mobile Estates in accordance with criteria set forth in Standard 3 of the Uniform 
Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP).  Within the framework of USPAP 
guidelines, we have summarized the following pertinent comments, opinions, and conclusions 
resulting from the review process.  The date of this review report is August 24, 2020. 

Identification of the Client 

The client of this review report is identified as Aleshire & Wynder, LLP, c/o Sunny Soltani, 
Esq.  The law firm represents the City of Carson, California, and Ms. Soltani is the City Attorney 
for the City of Carson. 

Intended Use and Users of the Review Report 

It is our understanding that the review appraisers’ opinions and conclusions will be utilized 
by our client to assist in processing the application for the closure of Park Avalon Mobile Estates.  
Our client is the only intended user of this review.  Any other party who may receive this review is 
not an intended user, and we are not responsible for unauthorized use of this appraisal review. 

Purpose of the Review Assignment 

The primary purpose of this review is to develop a credible opinion as to the overall adequacy 
and appropriateness of the report being reviewed and, specifically, not to develop independent 
opinions of value.  Further, the review process is intended to determine if the results of the appraisal 
are credible for its intended use and also to evaluate compliance with relevant USPAP regulations, 
the Ethical and Professional Standards of the Appraisal Institute, as well as the Carson Municipal 
Code relating to the closure of mobile home parks. 
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Ms. Sunny Soltani, Esq. 
Aleshire & Wynder, LLP 
August 24, 2020 
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Identification of the Report Reviewed 

The Appraisal Report is of Park Avalon Mobile Estates, at 750 E. Carson Street, Carson, 
California, and includes values of the tenant owned coaches.  Per the City’s Municipal Code 
Section 9128.21(C)(6), opinions of the “Off-Site Value” and “On-Site Value” were provided for 
each of the 126 tenant owned homes in the park. The Appraisal Report was prepared by James B. 
Netzer, MAI, of Netzer & Associates, in Costa Mesa, California.   

Identification of the Appraised Property 

The Appraisal Report describes Park Avalon as a 133 space mobile home park built in 1958, 
on 10.57 acres.  Park amenities include a clubhouse, laundry room and a pool/patio area.  The 
property is identified by reference to Los Angeles County Assessor Parcel Numbers 7332-001-034 
and 7332-034-035.  The park has direct vehicular access from Carson Street, a primary arterial.  The 
park is described as being average in quality and condition.  The report includes opinions of the “Off-
Site Value” and “On-Site Value” of the 126 tenant owned coaches in the park.  The homes include 
single-wide and double-wide coaches that range in condition from poor to excellent.  The park owned 
homes have not been valued. 

Interest Appraised 

The property rights appraised are described as the “appraised on-site value” and the 
“appraised off-site value” of each of the individual tenant-owned mobile homes.  However, those 
terms are the values that were estimated and the interest that was appraised is better described as 
the leasehold interest of each tenant homeowner. 

Effective Date of Value and Date of the Report 

Mr. Netzer conducted exterior inspections of the 126 coaches on May 26 and May 27 of 
2020.  The date of value for the valuations is May 27, 2020.  The date of his report is June 29, 
2020.  

Effective Date of Review and Review Report 

This review and review report are effective as of August 24, 2020. 

Scope of the Review Process 

In developing this review, we have undertaken the following tasks: 

1. Conducted a thorough office review of the identified Appraisal Report. 

2. All 126 of the homes appraised were previously inspected from the exterior, and the 
interiors were inspected on most of the homes, during the months of July through 
October of 2018, by staff of Anderson & Brabant, Inc. 

3. Reviewed additional documents including the NADA Guide reports, Resident 
Questionnaires and Disclosure Statements filled out by tenant coach owners.  

4. Several telephone conferences and email exchanges with Mr. Netzer. 

5. Our office had completed preliminary appraisal work on Park Avalon in 2018.  The 
information obtained from our inspections of the subject homes was apparently 
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made available to Mr. Netzer by his client.  We did not re-inspect the homes for 
this office review. 

6. Verified the accuracy of certain factual documentation contained in the report. 

7. Prepared the Appraisal Review Report letter.  We included in that letter certain 
calculations that were a special request from representatives of the City of Carson. 

Prior Appraisal Services 

As previously stated, we performed preliminary appraisal services regarding this property in 
2018 that have not been finalized. 

Type and Definition of Value 

 The Carson Municipal Code for park closures requires that an appraiser provide 
opinions of the “off-site value” and the “on-site value” of each tenant owned home.  However, the 
ordinance does not define either term.  Mr. Netzer concludes that the type of value conclusions 
required by the City ordinance for “on-site” value is investment value rather than market value.  He 
cites the definition of investment value from the Appraisal of Real Estate published by the Appraisal 
Institute (14th Edition): 

“The specific value of a property to a particular investor or class of investors based 
on individual investment requirements; distinguished from market value, which is 
impersonal and detached.”  

In previous consultations I have had with the City of Carson, I have communicated a 
methodology of estimating “on-site values” with a starting point being the in-place market value of 
the homes assuming the park is not going to close and then making appropriate deductions for the 
benefit of below market rents throughout the term of tenancy.  The different definitions and starting 
points can certainly produce different valuation results, but that is not to say that either one is clearly 
right or wrong, but that they represent differences of opinion.  Mr. Netzer clearly explains his reasons 
for utilizing investment value and details the steps involved in the calculations. 

Extraordinary Assumptions 

The Appraisal Report identifies two extraordinary assumptions.  The first applies to the “on-
site value” and assumes that “the Park tenant has an interest in its investment expectation it had when 
it entered into a rental agreement with the Park Owner, a subjective declaration of the value that the 
tenant ascribes to its coach, which has no basis in present market value.”  However, it is not necessary 
to assume that interest, as the tenants/homeowners rights are protected by the State’s Mobile Home 
Residency Law.  I certainly agree that tenants have an investment expectation when they enter into 
a rental agreement with the Park Owner.  However, I do not agree that that means the expectation 
has no basis in present market value.  Obviously, home buyers cannot predict the future, but they 
certainly have expectations that their home value will increase over time, especially in a park subject 
to rent control. 
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The second extraordinary assumption applies to the “off-site value” estimates that assume 

there is no tenancy in a rental park.  This might better have been labeled a hypothetical condition 
since there is tenancy in a rental mobile home park.  

Hypothetical Conditions 

The Appraisal Report includes two hypothetical conditions.  The first states that the “on-site 
value” assumes that the Park is not closing.  The second states that the “off-site value” estimates 
assume that the coach has not been sited on a mobile home park site, but is located on a dealer lot 
and available for sale in its “As-Is” condition, exclusive of any landscape or hardscape.  These 
hypothetical conditions are necessary for the analyses. 

Completeness of the Report 

The intent of the appraiser was to prepare what is identified as an Appraisal Report that 
complies with USPAP requirements.  Our review did not reveal any serious deficiencies with 
respect to the completeness of the report based on USPAP guidelines, Standards of the Appraisal 
Institute or Carson’s Municipal Code relating to park closures. 

We have communicated with Mr. Netzer about some factual discrepancies in his appraisal 
report.  Most of those changes did not impact his value conclusions.  He made changes and sent 
us copies of the changed pages in his report.  Those changes that did impact values have been 
reflected in our reporting of his conclusions, and in our “Special Calculations” that will be 
discussed at the end of this review report.  We did find a few typographical errors that Mr. Netzer 
could not immediately change because he was out of town.  We have assumed that the corrections 
will be made when he returns.  If any additional changes in valuations are made by Mr. Netzer 
subsequent to the completion and delivery of this review report, we reserve the right to revise our 
“Special Calculations” for the changed coaches. 

Mr. Netzer addressed the impact of COVID 19 in his analysis and pointed out that he relied 
on economic trends that occurred before the global pandemic.  He also referenced possible 
slowdowns in real estate transactions in the short-term that could affect pricing and investment 
decisions, but only time will reveal what the long-term impacts will be, depending on the length 
and severity of the global pandemic.  Thus, it appears that the outbreak of the coronavirus has not 
impacted his valuation calculations. 

It should be noted that Mr. Netzer discovered a home that he thought was park owned 
(Space 47), that turned out to be tenant owned, but was not included in his appraisal of the 126 
homes.  He has sent us a separate, supplemental analysis of his valuation of that home.  We have 
included that home in the Special Calculations we have been requested to provide. 

Appropriateness of Appraisal Methods and Techniques 

The appraisal assignment was to provide opinions of the “on-site value” and “off-site 
value” of the tenant owned homes in Park Avalon.  The appraiser utilized the NADA Guide, and 
associated MH Connect For Used Homes, for the “off-site value” estimates.  The NADA Guide is 
a proper source of values for the physical value of the various homes, exclusive of any locational 
value.  Mr. Netzer indicated that his procedure for determining the size of each home involved 
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looking at our measurements from previous inspections as well as HCD dimensions.  He used 
whichever measurements were larger, giving the benefit of the doubt to the resident.   

For the “on-site value” estimates the appraiser builds up a final value conclusion in a four 
step process, beginning with the NADA Guide value for each home (physical value) and applying 
the NADA Guide adjustment for the location in a “Standard Land Leased Community.”  To this 
is added the contributory value of the landscape and hardscape, plus the present worth of the 
unrealized investment value in the leasehold interest for the estimated term of tenancy, and finally 
adding the present worth of the leasehold interest for what is labeled as the Pre-Closing Leasehold 
Benefit, for a period of one year. 

The methodologies for the opinions of “on-site value” and “off-site value” appear to be 
appropriate ways of providing reasonable conclusions of value.  However, the appropriateness and 
reasonableness of some of the analyses and conclusions are another matter that will be discussed 
in the next section of this review.  

Adequacy and Relevance of Data and Analyses  

For his opinions of “Off-Site Value” and “On-Site Value” Mr. Netzer utilizes the NADA 
Guide’s MH Connect for Used Homes, and takes into consideration the physical characteristics of 
each individual mobile home assuming it is not sited in a rental park.  It is assumed the homes are 
located on a dealer lot, in their “as is” condition, and exclusive of any landscape or hardscape.   

Mr. Netzer begins his analyses of “on-site value” with the NADA Guide values (“off-site 
value”), and applies the location adjustment plus the contributory value of the landscape and 
hardscape.  That total is the NADA “on-site value.”  He then adds the present worth of the 
leasehold interest adjusted for the term of tenancy.  The quantification of the leasehold advantage 
is based on the fact that the restricted rents under the rent control ordinance are below the market 
rent.  He quantifies the rent differential between market rent and the actual restricted rents by 
surveying the space rents at a substantial number of comparable mobile home parks that are not 
subject to rent control.  He concludes that the market rent for spaces at Park Avalon as of May of 
2020, was an average of $950 per month, while the contract rent averaged $349.  Thus, the average 
monthly benefit to the tenant is $601.  Since there is a range of rent for tenants in the park, the 
leasehold advantage will vary based on each tenant’s contract rent.  Thus far, the analysis seems 
reasonable and well supported. 

His next step is the discounting of the leasehold advantage at an annual rate of 10.0 percent 
for a holding period of 10 years.  The chosen rate and term appear to be based on his survey of 
loan rates and terms from four lenders.  Interestingly, the loan interest rates range from 5.75% to 
10.74% and he selects 10.0% which is near the upper end of the range.  The loan terms range from 
10 to 23 years and he selects 10 years which is at the low end of the range.  A major factor in his 
selection of the rate and term appears to be his judgment about the long-term viability of mobile 
home parks in the community.  He indicates that there is evidence that there will be more 
conversions of parks in the future as land values increase and the parks age.  He believes that the 
leasehold advantage will have a shorter life and he goes to the low end for the term and the high 
end for the discount rate.  I do not believe that those are supportable conclusions.  There are 20 
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parks in the City of Carson, and the few parks that are considering closure appear to have special 
situations.  The fact is that the people buying mobile homes in Carson are paying higher prices 
because of the lower space rents and there is no indication that they are anticipating a closure in 
10 years.  Mr. Netzer’s judgment that the leasehold advantage of lower rents will have a shorter 
life appears to be his opinion, but there is no evidence that this opinion is shared by buyers of 
mobile homes in the City of Carson.  Furthermore, the definition of “investment value” refers to 
the “individual investment requirements” of the buyers, not to his opinion.  Therefore, it is my 
opinion that his concluded discount rate of 10%, and a term of 10 years, for his calculations of the 
leasehold advantage are not well supported.  In addition, his 10 year term begins at his date of 
value in 2020 and only goes back to include homes acquired in 2011.  Two of those years are 
wasted years for this calculation because there has been no market to purchase homes in that park 
since the announcement to close in February of 2018.  His ten year term should have started two 
years earlier in 2018 and extended back to 2009. 

Although the leasehold advantage is capped by the ten year investment value time period, 
Mr. Netzer adds an additional component of on-site value because of the estimated time to process 
and complete the park closure.  He labels that a Pre-Closing Leasehold Benefit.  He states that the 
time period could extend as much as three years beyond the date of the closure notice, which was 
February 20, 2018.  However, for his calculation of the benefit, he only uses one year beyond the 
date of his appraisal.  His reasoning for this is that they expect the RIR to be submitted and 
approved within six months and the park owner has the statutory requirement to provide the tenants 
with six months notice of closure.  This would push the closing date out to about June of 2021, for 
a total of about 3 years and 4 months from the date of the announcement of closing.  It is my 
opinion that the starting date for his Pre-Closing Leasehold Benefit should have been the 
announcement of the park closing in February of 2018 and the term should have been at least three 
years and four months to June of 2021.  Ever since February 20, 2018, the residents of Park Avalon 
have been in a state of uncertainty, and living with the inability to sell their homes.  As of the 
current date, it has been almost 2.5 years since the notice to close the park and the RIR is not yet 
complete and a hearing has not been scheduled.  Thus, it appears that only allowing a one year 
term for the Pre-Closing Leasehold Benefit is inadequate.  In fact, Mr. Netzer recently completed 
an appraisal of homes in Imperial Avalon Mobile Estates where he used a term of 3 years for the 
Pre-Closing Leasehold Benefit. 

Appropriateness and Reasonableness of Analysis, Opinions, and Conclusions 

The methodology of the “off-site value” opinions is reasonable and the conclusions are 
well supported.  The methodology of the “on-site value” opinions appears appropriate, but, in my 
opinion the analyses and conclusions are not well supported. 

Special Request 

In a recent consultation with the City I too researched loan rates and terms for mobile 
homes sited in a park subject to rent control.  I also found substantial ranges in rates and terms of 
the loans, but assumed that typical buyers would shop for the best terms they could find.  I reported 
typical interest rates in the range of 7.0% to 9.5% and loan terms from 12 to 18 years.  The City 
has requested that I prepare some Special Calculations of the Present Worth of the Leasehold 
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Adjusted for Term of Occupancy for each space by using a typical interest rate and loan term 
within the range that I previously reported.  They also asked me to make the same calculations for 
the Pre-Closing Leasehold Benefit, but using a three year term instead of the one year Netzer used.  
It should be noted that this is simply a request for calculations and does not represent my opinions 
of “on-site values.”  The City wanted to see if Mr. Netzer had utilized a lower discount rate and 
longer terms, how much difference it would have made.  The calculations utilized an interest rate 
of 9% and a term of 15 years.  The fifteen year term began in 2018, and extended back to 2004, 
while the three and one-third year term of the Pre-Closing Benefit starts in February of 2018 and 
runs through June of 2021.  I have included a summary of those calculations as an attachment.  It 
should be noted that Netzer calculated the leasehold benefit as of his date of value in 2020 by 
estimating the market rent and comparing that with the actual rent for each space.  For our 
beginning point as of the year 2018, we realize that both the market rent and the actual rents would 
likely be slightly lower.  However, the rent differential (benefit) would likely be very similar and 
we have used Netzer’s figures for the monthly leasehold advantage. 

I have also prepared a one-page sheet for each tenant owned home that includes a summary 
of Netzer’s description of the coach, his value conclusions, and our additional special calculations 
requested by the City. 

I have also prepared several additional calculations that have not been attached.  One gives 
a minimum 3 year hold to everyone for a calculation of the leasehold benefit adjusted for term of 
tenancy.  Another is a potential adjustment for tenants who had purchased their home during the 
five-year period between 2014 and 2018.  For those people, the adjusted on-site value would be 
the calculated on-site value or their purchase price, whichever is higher.  These calculations could 
be produced if requested.   

I appreciate the opportunity to be of service.  Please contact me if I can be of further 
assistance in this matter. 

Respectfully submitted, 

ANDERSON & BRABANT, INC. 

 
 
 
James Brabant, MAI 
State Certification No. AG 002100 
 
Attachments: 

Appraisers’ Signed Certification 
Special Calculations (Summary of Adjusted On-Site Values) 
Qualifications of the Appraiser 
Summary of Netzer’s Conclusions and Special Calculations (For Each Home -127 Pages) 
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Anderson & Brabant, Inc. 

APPRAISERS’ SIGNED CERTIFICATION 

We do hereby certify that, to the best of our knowledge and belief … 

1. The statements of fact contained in this review report are true and correct. 

2. The reported analyses, opinions, and conclusions are limited only by the reported assumptions 
and limiting conditions, are our personal, impartial, and unbiased professional analyses, 
opinions, and conclusions. 

3. We have no present or prospective future interest in the property that is the subject of the work 
under review, and we have no personal interest or bias with respect to the property or parties 
involved with this assignment. 

4. We performed preliminary appraisal services regarding Park Avalon in 2018.  

5. Our engagement in this assignment was not contingent upon developing or reporting 
predetermined results. 

6. Our compensation is not contingent on an action or event resulting from the analyses, opinions, 
or conclusions in this review or from its use. 

7. Our compensation for completing this assignment is not contingent upon the development or 
reporting of predetermined assignment results or assignment results that favors the cause of 
the client, the attainment of a stipulated result, or the occurrence of a subsequent event directly 
related to the intended use of this appraisal review. 

8. Our analyses, opinions, and conclusions were developed, and this review report was prepared 
in conformity with the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice. 

9. The use of this review report is subject to the requirements of the Appraisal Institute relating 
to review by its duly authorized representatives. 

10. We have not made a personal inspection of the property that is the subject of the work under 
review in the year 2020.  However, we previously inspected all of the homes that were 
appraised by Mr. Netzer. Our inspections were conducted during the months of July through 
October 2018 and involved exterior inspections of each home and interior inspections of most 
of the homes.   

11. Patricia L. Brabant Haskins provided significant appraisal review assistance to the person 
signing this certification, including reviewing property descriptions and mathematical 
calculations for consistency, completing special calculations and report preparation.  

12. As of the date of this review report, I have completed the continuing education program for 
Designated Members of the Appraisal Institute. 

 
        August 24, 2020 

James Brabant, MAI             Date 
 Certified General Real Estate Appraiser 
 State Certification No. AG 002100 
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Holding Period (Yrs: 2004-2018) 15
Annual Interest Rate 9.00%

Years Holding Period NADA Adjusted Adjusted Adjusted 
Monthly Monthly Monthly Last of Adjusted for On-Site PV of Leasehold Pre-Closing On-Site

Space Market Space Leasehold Sale Tenancy Term of Tenancy Value Adjusted for Leashold Value
No. Rent Rent Advantage Date (Thru 2018) (Years) (Netzer) Term of Tenancy Benefit (Rounded)
1 $950 $359.56 $590.44 1992 26 0 $9,021.89 $0.00 $20,338.85 $29,360
2 $950 $359.56 $590.44 1988 30 0 $11,575.29 $0.00 $20,338.85 $31,915
3 $950 $366.26 $583.74 2007 11 4 $23,671.27 $23,457.46 $20,108.06 $67,235
4
5 $950 $338.30 $611.70 2012 6 9 $13,573.62 $45,167.55 $21,071.19 $79,810
6 $950 $352.85 $597.15 1990 28 0 $9,038.79 $0.00 $20,569.99 $29,610
7
8 $950 $338.30 $611.70 2015 3 12 $55,073.11 $53,750.75 $21,071.19 $129,895
9 $950 $359.56 $590.44 2012 6 9 $59,058.73 $43,597.72 $20,338.85 $122,995
10 $950 $345.02 $604.98 2011 7 8 $42,310.04 $41,294.99 $20,839.71 $104,445
11 $950 $331.60 $618.40 2012 6 9 $75,883.53 $45,662.27 $21,301.99 $142,850
12 $950 $352.85 $597.15 2014 4 11 $57,817.55 $49,925.57 $20,569.99 $128,315
13 $950 $331.60 $618.40 2011 7 8 $66,740.10 $42,211.02 $21,301.99 $130,255
14 $950 $331.60 $618.40 2006 12 3 $21,623.20 $19,446.70 $21,301.99 $62,370
15 $950 $352.85 $597.15 2018 0 15 $75,926.60 $58,875.05 $20,569.99 $155,370
16 $950 $331.60 $618.40 2002 16 0 $11,703.65 $0.00 $21,301.99 $33,005
17 $950 $331.60 $618.40 2000 18 0 $18,371.55 $0.00 $21,301.99 $39,675
18 $950 $331.60 $618.40 2004 14 1 $23,278.50 $7,071.35 $21,301.99 $51,650
19 $950 $359.56 $590.44 2005 13 2 $28,663.13 $12,924.23 $20,338.85 $61,925
20 $950 $345.02 $604.98 2007 11 4 $12,664.02 $24,310.99 $20,839.71 $57,815
21 $950 $345.02 $604.98 1999 19 0 $14,069.68 $0.00 $20,839.71 $34,910
22 $950 $338.30 $611.70 1995 23 0 $25,883.28 $0.00 $21,071.19 $46,955
23 $950 $338.30 $611.70 1995 23 0 $11,998.44 $0.00 $21,071.19 $33,070
24 $950 $338.30 $611.70 2002 16 0 $15,289.63 $0.00 $21,071.19 $36,360
25 $950 $338.31 $611.69 2001 17 0 $7,212.93 $0.00 $21,070.85 $28,285
26 $950 $338.30 $611.70 2009 9 6 $20,017.81 $33,935.19 $21,071.19 $75,025
27 $950 $374.09 $575.91 1996 22 0 $13,313.03 $0.00 $19,838.34 $33,150
28 $950 $338.30 $611.70 1990 28 0 $7,997.74 $0.00 $21,071.19 $29,070
29 $950 $338.30 $611.70 2007 11 4 $22,264.40 $24,581.03 $21,071.19 $67,915
30 $950 $338.30 $611.70 2001 17 0 $18,277.62 $0.00 $21,071.19 $39,350
31 $950 $359.56 $590.44 2006 12 3 $11,197.71 $18,567.45 $20,338.85 $50,105
32 $950 $338.30 $611.70 2011 7 8 $10,231.02 $41,753.69 $21,071.19 $73,055
33 $950 $338.30 $611.70 1998 20 0 $8,226.75 $0.00 $21,071.19 $29,300
34 $950 $338.30 $611.70 2014 4 11 $7,973.73 $51,142.05 $21,071.19 $80,185
35 $950 $338.30 $611.70 2008 10 5 $14,081.60 $29,467.65 $21,071.19 $64,620
36 $950 $338.30 $611.70 1990 28 0 $18,103.81 $0.00 $21,071.19 $39,175
37 $950 $338.30 $611.70 2018 0 15 $14,621.91 $60,309.59 $21,071.19 $96,005
38 $950 $338.30 $611.70 2017 1 14 $18,197.86 $58,316.15 $21,071.19 $97,585
39 $950 $338.30 $611.70 2015 3 12 $20,854.01 $53,750.75 $21,071.19 $95,675
40 $950 $359.56 $590.44 2000 18 0 $14,936.02 $0.00 $20,338.85 $35,275
41 $950 $338.30 $611.70 1999 19 0 $15,854.05 $0.00 $21,071.19 $36,925
42 $950 $338.30 $611.70 2014 4 11 $8,173.59 $51,142.05 $21,071.19 $80,385
43 $950 $338.30 $611.70 2015 3 12 $13,229.91 $53,750.75 $21,071.19 $88,050
44 $950 $338.30 $611.70 1997 21 0 $16,949.93 $0.00 $21,071.19 $38,020
45 $950 $338.30 $611.70 2007 11 4 $57,224.72 $24,581.03 $21,071.19 $102,875
46 $950 $338.30 $611.70 2004 14 1 $17,355.33 $6,994.74 $21,071.19 $45,420
47 $950 $338.30 $611.70 1999 19 0 $11,886.68 $0.00 $21,071.19 $32,960
48 $950 $359.56 $590.44 1977 41 0 $18,398.17 $0.00 $20,338.85 $38,735
49 $950 $338.30 $611.70 2013 5 10 $50,581.13 $48,288.63 $21,071.19 $119,940
50 $950 $359.56 $590.44 2012 6 9 $34,838.16 $43,597.72 $20,338.85 $98,775
51 $950 $338.30 $611.70 2005 13 2 $53,750.07 $13,389.59 $21,071.19 $88,210
52 $950 $338.30 $611.70 1998 20 0 $7,503.32 $0.00 $21,071.19 $28,575
53 $950 $338.30 $611.70 2017 1 14 $80,006.74 $58,316.15 $21,071.19 $159,395
54
55 $950 $436.20 $513.80 2000 18 0 $14,858.69 $0.00 $17,698.84 $32,560
56 $950 $338.30 $611.70 2013 5 10 $15,373.73 $48,288.63 $21,071.19 $84,735
57 $950 $359.56 $590.44 2016 2 13 $11,711.78 $54,184.69 $20,338.85 $86,235
58 $950 $338.30 $611.70 2016 2 13 $13,318.94 $56,135.72 $21,071.19 $90,525
59 $950 $338.30 $611.70 2010 8 7 $24,280.02 $38,019.58 $21,071.19 $83,370
60 $950 $338.30 $611.70 2002 16 0 $55,143.50 $0.00 $21,071.19 $76,215
61 $950 $338.30 $611.70 2012 6 9 $18,932.51 $45,167.55 $21,071.19 $85,170
62 $950 $338.30 $611.70 2002 16 0 $13,262.85 $0.00 $21,071.19 $34,335
63 $950 $338.30 $611.70 1989 29 0 $6,953.40 $0.00 $21,071.19 $28,025
64 $950 $338.30 $611.70 1989 29 0 $7,955.72 $0.00 $21,071.19 $29,025
65 $950 $338.30 $611.70 2018 0 15 $8,440.04 $60,309.59 $21,071.19 $89,820
66 $950 $338.30 $611.70 2006 12 3 $9,083.51 $19,236.01 $21,071.19 $49,390
67 $950 $338.30 $611.70 2010 8 7 $24,702.27 $38,019.58 $21,071.19 $83,795
68 $950 $338.30 $611.70 2003 15 0 $7,743.00 $0.00 $21,071.19 $28,815
69 $950 $324.89 $625.11 2016 2 13 $60,329.08 $57,366.36 $21,533.13 $139,230

SPECIAL CALCULATIONS
SUMMARY OF ADJUSTED ON-SITE VALUES

PARK AVALON MOBILE ESTATES

POH

Vacant Space

POH
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Anderson & Brabant, Inc. 

Years Holding Period NADA Adjusted Adjusted Adjusted 
Monthly Monthly Monthly Last of Adjusted for On-Site PV of Leasehold Pre-Closing On-Site

Space Market Space Leasehold Sale Tenancy Term of Tenancy Value Adjusted for Leashold Value
No. Rent Rent Advantage Date (Thru 2018) (Years) (Netzer) Term of Tenancy Benefit (Rounded)
70 $950 $338.30 $611.70 2016 2 13 $48,703.86 $56,135.72 $21,071.19 $125,910
71 $950 $338.30 $611.70 1995 23 0 $7,474.98 $0.00 $21,071.19 $28,545
72 $950 $338.30 $611.70 1988 30 0 $10,013.19 $0.00 $21,071.19 $31,085
73 $950 $359.56 $590.44 2015 3 12 $11,444.27 $51,882.61 $20,338.85 $83,665
74 POH
75 $950 $338.30 $611.70 2015 3 12 $52,552.60 $53,750.75 $21,071.19 $127,375
76 $950 $338.30 $611.70 2006 12 3 $54,859.47 $19,236.01 $21,071.19 $95,165
77 $950 $345.02 $604.98 2015 3 12 $11,414.56 $53,160.25 $20,839.71 $85,415
78 $950 $359.56 $590.44 2008 10 5 $15,444.58 $28,443.49 $20,338.85 $64,225
79 $950 $338.30 $611.70 2013 5 10 $14,211.76 $48,288.63 $21,071.19 $83,570
80 $950 $338.30 $611.70 2011 7 8 $31,565.57 $41,753.69 $21,071.19 $94,390
81
82 $950 $345.02 $604.98 2004 14 1 $20,637.07 $6,917.89 $20,839.71 $48,395
83 $950 $345.02 $604.98 2015 3 12 $95,829.86 $53,160.25 $20,839.71 $169,830
84 $950 $436.20 $513.80 1997 21 0 $13,841.64 $0.00 $17,698.84 $31,540
85 $950 $345.02 $604.98 2009 9 6 $36,132.60 $33,562.38 $20,839.71 $90,535
86 $950 $345.02 $604.98 1988 30 0 $6,604.58 $0.00 $20,839.71 $27,445
87 $950 $345.02 $604.98 2004 14 1 $12,192.09 $6,917.89 $20,839.71 $39,950
88 $950 $345.02 $604.98 2007 11 4 $54,984.30 $24,310.99 $20,839.71 $100,135
89
90 $950 $345.02 $604.98 1996 22 0 $9,644.77 $0.00 $20,839.71 $30,485
91 $950 $345.02 $604.98 1978 40 0 $10,118.98 $0.00 $20,839.71 $30,960
92 $950 $345.02 $604.98 1982 36 0 $9,513.79 $0.00 $20,839.71 $30,355
93 $950 $345.02 $604.98 2002 16 0 $9,759.97 $0.00 $20,839.71 $30,600
94 $950 $345.02 $604.98 2004 14 1 $48,882.16 $6,917.89 $20,839.71 $76,640
95 $950 $359.56 $590.44 2003 15 0 $19,334.74 $0.00 $20,338.85 $39,675
96
97 $950 $345.02 $604.98 2008 10 5 $58,980.46 $29,143.93 $20,839.71 $108,965
98 $950 $345.02 $604.98 2006 12 3 $64,289.80 $19,024.69 $20,839.71 $104,155
99 $950 $345.02 $604.98 2003 15 0 $8,297.12 $0.00 $20,839.71 $29,135

100 $950 $359.56 $590.44 2002 16 0 $9,257.41 $0.00 $20,338.85 $29,595
101 $950 $380.81 $569.19 2010 8 7 $23,575.14 $35,377.42 $19,606.85 $78,560
102 $950 $380.81 $569.19 2008 10 5 $49,147.93 $27,419.80 $19,606.85 $96,175
103 $950 $352.85 $597.15 1995 23 0 $15,526.46 $0.00 $20,569.99 $36,095
104 $950 $374.09 $575.91 2007 11 4 $24,870.32 $23,142.82 $19,838.34 $67,850
105 $950 $352.85 $597.15 2013 5 10 $18,894.66 $47,140.03 $20,569.99 $86,605
106 $950 $352.85 $597.15 2008 10 5 $57,713.37 $28,766.73 $20,569.99 $107,050
107 $950 $352.85 $597.15 2000 18 0 $18,872.93 $0.00 $20,569.99 $39,445
108 $950 $352.85 $597.15 1996 22 0 $10,790.62 $0.00 $20,569.99 $31,360
109 $950 $352.85 $597.15 1972 46 0 $6,318.26 $0.00 $20,569.99 $26,890
110 $950 $359.56 $590.44 2015 3 12 $17,971.57 $51,882.61 $20,338.85 $90,195
111 $950 $359.56 $590.44 2015 3 12 $15,132.58 $51,882.61 $20,338.85 $87,355
112 $950 $380.81 $569.19 2008 10 5 $24,929.46 $27,419.80 $19,606.85 $71,955
113 $950 $380.81 $569.19 2013 5 10 $17,739.18 $44,932.82 $19,606.85 $82,280
114 $950 $345.02 $604.98 2008 10 5 $43,571.34 $29,143.93 $20,839.71 $93,555
115 $950 $345.02 $604.98 2001 17 0 $11,300.51 $0.00 $20,839.71 $32,140
116 $950 $352.85 $597.15 2013 5 10 $15,659.77 $47,140.03 $20,569.99 $83,370
117 $950 $338.30 $611.70 2001 17 0 $5,898.87 $0.00 $21,071.19 $26,970
118 $950 $345.02 $604.98 2006 12 3 $25,534.50 $19,024.69 $20,839.71 $65,400
119 $950 $345.02 $604.98 2006 12 3 $23,776.39 $19,024.69 $20,839.71 $63,640
120 $950 $338.30 $611.70 2007 11 4 $29,333.12 $24,581.03 $21,071.19 $74,985
121 $950 $345.02 $604.98 2005 13 2 $8,024.70 $13,242.50 $20,839.71 $42,105
122 $950 $345.02 $604.98 1999 19 0 $19,943.93 $0.00 $20,839.71 $40,785
123 $950 $345.02 $604.98 2009 9 6 $55,342.35 $33,562.38 $20,839.71 $109,745
124 $950 $380.81 $569.19 2004 14 1 $49,728.12 $6,508.64 $19,606.85 $75,845
125 $950 $380.81 $569.19 2000 18 0 $32,004.20 $0.00 $19,606.85 $51,610
126 $950 $380.81 $569.19 2001 17 0 $53,040.11 $0.00 $19,606.85 $72,645
127 $950 $352.85 $597.15 1986 32 0 $12,053.39 $0.00 $20,569.99 $32,625
128 $950 $352.85 $597.15 1995 23 0 $9,090.15 $0.00 $20,569.99 $29,660
129 $950 $380.81 $569.19 1995 23 0 $22,044.46 $0.00 $19,606.85 $41,650
130 $950 $352.85 $597.15 1997 21 0 $15,922.37 $0.00 $20,569.99 $36,490
131 $950 $352.85 $597.15 2001 17 0 $12,911.25 $0.00 $20,569.99 $33,480
132 $950 $352.85 $597.15 2008 10 5 $12,765.58 $28,766.73 $20,569.99 $62,100
133 $950 $352.85 $597.15 1990 28 0 $11,157.13 $0.00 $20,569.99 $31,725
134 $950 $352.85 $597.15 2002 16 0 $72,757.80 $0.00 $20,569.99 $93,330

127 Count Total $8,456,485
Average Adjusted On-Site Value $66,586

Vacant Space

POH

No Space
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Anderson & Brabant, Inc. 

QUALIFICATIONS OF THE APPRAISER 

James Brabant, MAI 

Anderson & Brabant, Inc. 

353 W. Ninth Avenue 

Escondido, CA  92025 

(760) 705-1592 (Direct) 

Email:  jlbrabant@aol.com 
 

I. Resident of San Diego County since 1977 

II. Educational Background: 

 A. University of Southern California, B.S. degree in Real Estate — 1960 

 B. School of Theology at Claremont, Master of Theology — 1966 

 C. Professional Education Completed: 

  1. Appraisal Institute 

   a. "Basic Appraisal Principles, Methods and Techniques" — Course I-A 

   b. "Capitalization Theory and Techniques" — Course I-B 

    c. "Urban Properties" — Course II 

   d. "Investment Analysis" — Course IV 

   e. "Standards of Professional Practice" 

   f. "Litigation Valuation" 

   g. Special Applications of Appraisal Analysis Course 301 

  2. Lincoln Graduate Center 

   a. Manufactured Housing Appraisal Course 669 

  3. Continuing Education (Partial List): 

    USPAP Course and Updates (every two years) 

    Four Hour Federal and State Laws, 1/16 

      Fundamentals of Separating Real Property, Personal Property, and Intangible  

     Business Assets 4/12 

    Eminent Domain Case Update, 10/95, 3/97, 10/07, 4/10 

    Business Practice and Ethics, 6/07, 7/12 

    San Diego Apartment & Housing Seminar, 10/98, 5/07, 9/11 

    Appraiser as Expert Witness, 12/06 

    Deal and Development Analysis – Downtown S.D., 9/05 

    Litigation Seminar, 11/04, 11/07, 11/10 

    Appraising Manufactured Housing, 1/04 

    Economic and Real Estate Forum, 09/02 

    Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act, 10/01 

    Condemnation on Trial (Participant), 5/00 

    Digging Into Ground Leases, 2/15 

    Unique Appraisal Assignments (Participant), 2/14 

    Appraisal of Partial Interests; 6/98 

    Vineyard Valuation, 11/12 

    Downtown San Diego Development, 9/15 
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Anderson & Brabant, Inc. 

Qualifications of the Appraiser — James Brabant, MAI 

Page Two 

 

III. Professional Affiliations: 

 A. Member, Appraisal Institute, MAI (1985 President, San Diego Chapter) 

 B. Realtor Member, North County Association of Realtors 

 C. Member, International Right of Way Association 

 D. Real Estate Brokers License, State of California 

 E. Teaching Credential, State of California, Community College Level 

 F. Certified General Real Estate Appraiser (AG002100) 

  Office of Real Estate Appraisers, State of California 

 

IV. Appraisal Experience: 

 Co-Owner — Anderson & Brabant, Inc., Since 1979 

 Co-Owner — Robert M. Dodd & Associates, Inc., 1977 - 1979 

 Appraisal Manager — California First Bank, Huntington Beach, California, 1974 - 1977 

 Staff Appraiser — California First Bank, San Diego, California, 1972 - 1974 

 Staff Appraiser — O. W. Cotton Co., San Diego, California, 1970 - 1972 

 Staff Appraiser — Davis Brabant, MAI, Huntington Park, California, 1960 - 1962 

 

V. Teaching Experience: 

 Southwestern College, Chula Vista, California, "Real Estate Appraisal" 

 

VI. Expert Witness: 

 Superior Court, San Diego, Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties 

Rent Control Hearings: Cities of Oceanside, Escondido, Ventura, Concord, Yucaipa, Carpenteria, 

Palmdale, San Marcos, Carson, Watsonville 

 Various Arbitration Hearings 

 Assessment Appeals Boards of Riverside County, San Diego County and Orange County 

 Federal Bankruptcy Courts in San Diego County & Santa Barbara County 

 United States District Court – Northern District of California   

VII. Types of Appraisals: 

 Residential Property:  Single-family residence, condominiums, apartments, 

      subdivisions, existing and proposed 

 Commercial Property:  Office buildings, shopping centers, office condominiums, etc., 

existing and proposed 

 Industrial Property:  Single/multi-tenant, business parks, etc., existing and proposed 

 Vacant Land:   Industrial, commercial, residential, and rural 

 Agricultural:   Ranches, avocado and citrus groves, etc. 

 Special Purpose Appraisals: Leasehold estates, possessory interest, historical appraisals, etc. 

 Mobile Home Parks:  For a variety of purposes including rent hearings, park closure, park 

conversions, failure to maintain litigation, eminent domain, etc. 
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VIII. Partial List of Appraisal Clients: 

Banks 
Bank of America 

Bank of New York 

City National Bank 

Downey Savings 

Fidelity Federal Bank 

First Interstate Bank 

First Pacific National Bank 

Flagship Federal Savings 

Great Western Bank 

Industrial Bank of Japan 

Palomar Savings & Loan 

Redlands Federal Bank 

Union Bank of California 

Wells Fargo Bank 

 

Government Agencies and Municipalities 

California Department of 

Transportation/Caltrans 

Carlsbad Municipal Water District 

City of Carlsbad 

City of Chula Vista 

City of Colton 

City of Concord 

City of Escondido      

City of Laguna Beach 

City of La Mesa 

City of Salinas 

City of San Bernardino 

City of San Diego 

City of San Marcos 

City of Vista 

City of Yucaipa 

County of San Diego 

Fallbrook Public Utility District 

Metropolitan Water District 

Oceanside Unified School District 

Pacific Telephone 

Poway Municipal Water District 

Ramona Unified School District 

SANDAG (San Diego Assoc. of Govts.) 

San Diego County Water Authority 

San Diego Unified Port District 

San Marcos Unified School District 

U.S. Depart. of the Interior 

    Bureau of Indian Affairs 

U.S. Department of Justice 

Law Firms 

Aleshire & Wynder, LLP 
Asaro, Keagy, Freeland. & McKinley 

Best, Best &  Krieger 

Daley & Heft 

Endeman, Lincoln, Turek & Heater 

Foley & Lardner, LLP 

Fulbright & Jaworski 

Gray, Cary, Ware & Freidenrich 

Higgs, Fletcher & Mack 

Latham & Watkins 

Lounsbery, Ferguson, Altona & Peak 

Luce, Forward, Hamilton & Scripps 

McDonald & Allen 

McInnis, Fitzgerald, Rees, Sharkey & McIntyre 

O'Melveny & Meyers 

Procopio, Cory, Hargreaves & Savitch 

Rutan & Tucker 

Singer, Richard 

Sullivan Wertz McDade & Wallace 

Tatro & Zamoyski 

Thorsnes Bartolotta & McGuire 

Woodruff, Spradlin & Smart 

Worden Williams, APC 

 

Title Companies 

Chicago Title 

Fidelity National Title Insurance 

First American Title 

St. Paul Title 

Title Insurance & Trust 

 

Others 

Avco Community Developers 

Coldwell Banker 

Dixieline Lumber 

Golden Eagle Insurance 

National Steel & Shipbuilding Co. 

Northern San Diego County Hospital District 

Prudential Insurance Corp. 

Rosenow, Spevacek, Group 

San Diego Gas & Electric Co. 

San Luis Rey Downs (Vessels) 

Steefel, Levitt & Weiss 

Tellwright-Campbell, Inc. 

Transamerica Relocation Service 

Vedder Park Management 
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CITY OF CARSON

September 30, 2020

Richard H. Close, Esq.
Cozen O’Connor
1299 Ocean Avenue, Suite 900
Santa Monica, CA 90401
Rclose@cozen.com

Via U.S. Mail and Email

SUBJECT: Relocation Impact Report (RIR) No. 3-18
Closure Request for Park Avalon Mobile Estates
750 East Carson Street

Dear Mr. Close,

On September 2, 2020, City staff received the relocation impact report (RIR) for the closure of
Park Avalon Mobile Estates located at 750 E. Carson St.

After review of the Rifi and associated application documentation, as it relates to completeness
pursuant to CMC Section 9128.21, the application is deemed incomplete at this time.

Table 1 (Section 9128.21 — RIR Application Completeness analysis) below specifies the
incomplete items and the information/documentation needed to complete them. Table 2 contains
staff-requested edits to the RW to provide consistent information and formatting; these edits are
requested as a courtesy and are not required to be made to complete the RIR application.

1. RIR APPLICATION COMPLETENESS ANALYSIS (CMC 9128.21) - TABLE 1

Relevant Provision of
CMC 9128.21: Complete/Incomplete Location Staff Comments

A. RIR Incomplete See staff’s comments
below re: subsection
C

B. Resident Questionnaire Complete Completed
questionnaires
submitted
concurrently
with RIR

C. RIR Content:

01007.0593/672402.1 Page 1 of 5
CITY HALL • 701 E. CARSON STREET • RO. BOX 6234 . CARSON, CA 90749 • (310) 830-7600
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September 30, 2020
Park Avalon Mobile Estates
RIR No. 3-18

C.l. Description of Complete RW, Pg. 4 4th

Proposed New Use Paragraph
C.2. Timetable for park Complete RIR, Pg. 20
conversion

C.3. Legal Description of Complete RW, Exhibit A
the Park
C.4. No. of spaces, length Complete RR, Exhibits B
of occupancy, current & D; Appraisal
rental rates reports

C.5. Date of manufacture Complete RW, Exhibit D;
and size of each Appraisal
mobilehome reports

submitted
concurrently
with RR

C.6. Appraised on-site Complete Appraisal
value and off-site value of Reports
each of the mobile homes submitted
in the park concurrently

with RIR
C.7. Total number of Incomplete RIR Pg. 6, Provide number of
residents, broken down Table 1; Exhibit disabled persons and
space by space, to identify D number of persons
owner or renter occupancy, within each age
principal or second home group for each space,
occupancy, resident under i.e. broken down
sixteen (16) years of age, space by space.
residents sixty-two (62)
years of age or over, and
the number of residents
who are handicapped
and/or disabled.

C.8. The name and mailing Complete Tenancy
address of each mobile Mailing List
home resident and each submitted
nonresident mobile home concurrently
owner with RW

C.9. A list of known Incomplete (Written RW pgs. 9-10, No “written
available spaces in the Commitments) Exhibits F-H commitments from

01007.0593/672402.1 Page 2 of 2
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September 30, 2020
Park Avalon Mobile Estates
RIR No. 3-18

South Bay-Long Beach mobilehome parks
area of Los Angeles and trailer park
County, the Orange County owners willing to
area and other areas of Los accept displaced
Angeles County within a residents” were
fifty (50) mile radius from provided, and the
the park, including any RR contains no
written commitments indication as to
from mobile home parks whether any such
and trailer park owners commitments were
willing to accept displaced sought. Please
residents, the comparability confirm that written
of such parks and the rental commitments were
rates for such spaces . . . . sought and provide

copies of any
commitments
obtained.

C.10. Estimates from two Incomplete RIR, pgs. 9-10 1. Provide the names
(2) moving companies as to of the moving
the minimum and per mile companies. City
cost of moving, tear-down needs to confirm each
and set-up; and moving has been pre
improvements installed by approved by the
residents. Director.

2. Provide the per
mile rates, and
provide information
on what rates would
apply to moves to
locations that are
over 50 miles away
from the Park and
who would bear
responsibility for
such costs (e.g., for
moves to the Yucaipa
parks referenced in
the proposed
relocation mitigation
measures).

01007.0593/672402.1 Page 2 of 2
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September 30, 2020
Park Avalon Mobile Estates
RIR No. 3-18

C.ll. Proposed measures to Complete RR pgs. 11-20
mitigate the adverse
impacts upon the park
residents
C.12. Relocation Specialist Complete RR pgs. 14, 15,

16, 19-20
C.13. Information whether Incomplete Provide confirmation
residents have been offered that this requirement
the option of a long-term has been met or does
lease of the land and not apply due to no
purchase of the intent to sell the park.
improvements if the park is
to be sold

2. REQUESTED RIR EDITS (optional; not required to complete application)

TABLE 2

RIR Location Staff Requested Edits

1. Pages. 1 and 3 states 133 coaches. There are 134 coach spaces shown on Exhibit
B (Park Map). Please clarify.

2. Page 8, 2’ paragraph, reference Exhibit 2. Correct and Reformat Exhibit F:
F

a. The title and address reference Imperial
Avalon. Correct the title and address
immediately below it to refer to Park Avalon.

b. Add column and number each site so the
reviewer is able to see up front the number of
sites within the radius

c. Re-arrange the list. List from lowest space
rent to highest and ending with NAs.

3. Page 4th paragraph’s last sentence 1. The last sentence states 32 condos were
and Exhibit G identified but the related Exhibit G shows 40.

Clarify or correct this discrepancy.

2. Reformat Exhibit G. Add a column and
number each site so the reviewer is able to see
up front the number of sites

01007.0593/672402.1 Page 2 of 2
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4. Page 9 2nd paragraph Replace “...Table 4 on the following page”
with “. . .Thble 4 below.”

5. Page 9, reference Exhibit H Reformat Exhibit H. Add a column to number
each site so the reviewer is able to see up front
the number of sites

6. Page 10, second to last paragraph: The Brabant appraisal report submitted is a
statement that “the City directed review appraisal, i.e., a peer review of Mr.
Brabant to review Mr. Netzer’s Netzer’s appraisal report. Staff’s understanding
appraisals and establish his own is that when conducting a peer review, an
opinion of values.” appraiser does not “establish his own opinion

of values.” Please delete “and establish his own
opinion of values.”

7. Page 18, 2’’ paragraph Change reference to approving body from
“City Council” to “Planning Commission,”
with optional reference to a potential appeal to
the City Council. The Planning Commission is
the primary decisionmking body (CMC
§9128.21(A) & (D)). If the Planning
Commission’s decision is appealed, the City
Council would hear the matter and render a
final administrative decision.

Please submit all information required per Table 1 above, and all edits requested per Table 2
above, at one time, at your earliest convenience.*

*th addition to the issues and information detailed above, please be advised that the Governor
has signed into law AB 2782, which becomes effective January 1, 2021. The City is still
analyzing the impacts of this new law on the various mobilehome park closure applications
pending before the City. There is a possibility that after the City’s analysis is complete, there
may be further modifications required to your application based on this new law. The City
expects to finalize its analysis within the next two weeks, at which point the City will send you a
supplemental letter regarding this issue.

You may contact me at (310) 952-1700 extension 1326 or malexand@carson.ca.us if you need
further assistance.

Sincerely,
,,

Mc ma Alexander
Associate Planner
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1299 Ocean Avenue     Suite 900     Santa Monica, CA 90401 

310.393.4000     800.523.1900     310.394.4700 Fax     cozen.com 

 

October 7, 2020 Thomas W. Casparian, Esq. 
 

Direct Phone 310-460-4471 
Direct Fax 310-594-3082 
tcasparian@cozen.com VIA EMAIL 

 

McKina Alexander 
Associate Planner 
City of Carson 
City Hall 
701 E. Carson Street 
P.O. Box 6234 
Carson, CA 90749 

Re: Park Avalon Mobile Estates 

Dear Ms. Alexander: 

We have received your letter dated September 30, 2020 purporting to deem as incomplete the 
Relocation Impact Report (“RIR” or “Impact Report”) for Park Avalon Mobile Estates (the 
“Park”), No. 3-18, pursuant to Carson Municipal Code section 9128.21 (the “Ordinance”).  
Together with this letter, we are filing a revised Impact Report that provides the information your 
letter contends is omitted.  Please deem the Impact Report complete immediately and set this 
matter for hearing before the Planning Commission. 

We must first note that the information your letter contends render the Impact Report incomplete 
are not required by the Ordinance or were in fact provided.  Because the information was either 
provided or not required, your refusal to deem the Impact Report complete no later than October 
2, 2020 was wrongful.  Your action, together with other actions taken by City and its course of 
conduct with this park and another seeking closure, make plain City’s intent to delay Park 
Avalon’s completion of its closure application in an effort to burden, delay, or prevent the Park 
from closing because the park closure is politically unpopular, and because City is hoping to 
delay application completeness until the new law, AB 2782 (which you reference at the end of 
your letter) becomes effective and allows City greater freedom to exact further requirements for 
closure than are allowed under current law. 

The “incompleteness” items are addressed below: 

1.C.7: “Provide number of disabled persons and number of persons within each age group for 
each space, i.e., broken down space by space.” 

This information is contained, broken down space by space, in the City Questionnaires sent to 
and completed by the Park’s residents and provided to the City with the Impact Report.  The 
information is not broken down space by space within Impact Report itself because information 
regarding disability and age is personal and private, and presenting the information in the public 
Impact Report by space would reveal the identities and private information.  We note that 
Imperial Avalon, another mobilehome park that recently obtained City’s approval of its impact 
report, also did not include the information by space within its impact report. 
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McKina Alexander 
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 ______________________________________ 

Irrespective, together with the revised Impact Report enclosed herewith, we are providing a 
Confidential Tenant Information spreadsheet that contains the requested information.  Please 
ensure the Confidential Tenant Information spreadsheet is not made public and its information is 
not disseminated publicly. 

1.C.9: “No ‘written commitments from mobile home parks and trailer park owners willing to 
accept displaced residents’ were provided, and the RIR contains no indication as to whether any 
such commitments were sought. Please confirm that written commitments were sought and 
provide copies of any commitments obtained.” 

This is not an item required by the Ordinance and is not an item permitting City to declare the 
Impact Report incomplete.  The Ordinance does not require the applicant to seek such written 
commitments, but instead only instructs that “any written commitments from mobile home parks 
and trailer park owners willing to accept displaced residents” be provided.” (Emphasis added.)  
None were obtained, and so the Impact Report does not list or provide any; in other words, 
there was no information to be provided.  Such commitments were not sought because park 
owners will not provide written commitment to accept displaced residents when they don’t know 
whether any displaced residents from Park Avalon actually want to move to their park, when 
residents would want or need to do so, or whether their park will have any vacancies at that 
unknown future time.  We note that Imperial Avalon’s impact report also did not contain any 
information or statement on this issue, and yet City did not deem its impact report incomplete for 
this reason.  This is evidently a pretext to delay hearing on Park Avalon’s Impact Report. 

Irrespective, we have revised the Impact Report to now state, “No written commitments from 
mobile home park owners willing to accept displaced residents were sought or obtained.  It is 
the relocation specialist’s universal experience that park owners will not provide written 
commitments to accept relocated homes without knowing information about the home, when the 
homeowner seeks to relocate to their park, or whether the park owner will have a vacant space 
at that unknown future time.” 

1.C.10:  “Provide the names of the moving companies.  City needs to confirm each has been 
pre-approved by the Director.” 

The Ordinance requires that two estimates be provided, not the names of the companies 
themselves.  We note that Imperial Avalon’s impact report also did not provide the names of the 
moving companies, yet City deemed that application complete.  This is evidently a pretext to 
delay hearing on Park Avalon’s Impact Report.  The names of the companies were previously 
provided to Assistant City Attorney Jeff Malawy, who communicated their approval on or about 
October 22, 2018. 

Irrespective, the revised Impact Report will contain the names of the approved moving 
companies, as shown below, which we note are the same moving companies approved for 
Imperial Avalon. 

1.C.10:  “Provide the per mile rates, and provide information on what rates would apply to move 
to locations that are over 50 miles away from the park and who would bear responsibility for 
such costs (e.g., for moves to the Yucaipa parks referenced in the proposed relocation 
mitigation measures).” 
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We note that Imperial Avalon’s impact report did not provide any more detail, including a so-
called per mile rate, than did Park Avalon’s Impact Report. The moving companies do not price 
the moves on a per mile basis, and all rate information and estimates by the moving companies 
were provided. We further note that your letter ignores that the Impact Report clearly stated 
Owner would pay the full costs of transportation to any park, including the Yucaipa parks (“[T]he 
Owner will pay for all reasonable costs associated for moving a Park resident’s dwelling to 
another location. These costs may include, but are not limited to, the cost to disassemble an 
existing mobile home and all appurtenances in the Park, to transport the dwelling, and to 
reassemble the mobile home and all appurtenances in another mobile home park or location.”).   

Irrespective, the Impact Report has been revised to state the following:  

“General moving estimates were secured by two professional movers – both reviewed and 
approved by the City of Carson. Their estimated ranges of cost are as follows: 

Terra Firma  
Estimate: 
Single wide $9,000 - $12,000 
Doublewide $14,000-$16,000 
Prices include tear down, transportation, setup, and permits. 
The price range includes transportation within 50 miles of subject dwelling.  
 
Hemet Valley  
Estimate: 
Single wide $7,000 - $10,000 
Doublewide $12,000-$15,000 
Prices include tear down, transportation, setup, and permits. 
The price range includes transportation within 50 miles of subject dwelling; estimates may vary 
depending on exact height/width of the unit, specifics of route, the condition of axles, number of 
awnings, and other factors. 
 
These same rates would apply to moves from Carson to the Yucaipa parks referenced in the 
proposed relocation mitigation measures.”  
 
1.C.13:  Information whether residents have been offered the option of a long-term lease of the 
land and purchase of the improvements if the park is to be sold. [¶ ]  Provide confirmation that 
this requirement has been met or does not apply due to no intent to sell the park.” 

Again, this is not a proper item of incompleteness.  The Ordinance requires only, “Information 
whether residents have been offered the option of a long-term lease of the land and purchase of 
the improvements if the park is to be sold.”  (Emphasis added.)  The Park is not to be sold, and 
the Impact Report does not state the Park is to be sold, so the condition precedent to provide 
information whether residents have been offered to lease the Park is not met and so the 
information is not required.  Here again, we note that Imperial Avalon’s impact report was 
deemed complete even though it did not contain any statement regarding whether residents 
were offered to lease that park.  This clearly indicates City’s intent to delay a hearing on Park 
Avalon’s Impact Report through pretext and to improperly favor one developer over another. 

205



McKina Alexander 
October 7, 2020 
Page 4 
 ______________________________________ 

Irrespective, the revised Impact Report contains the following statement, “There is no intent to 
sell the Park, so Residents have not been offered the option of a long-term lease of the land and 
purchase of the improvements.”  

With regard to the optional, requested RIR edits, the Impact Report has been revised to reflect 
all requested textual changes and clarifications.  Tables reformatted as requested may be 
provided at a later time. 

The changes and additional information requested by you, and made by us in the enclosed 
revised Impact Report, are extremely limited and minor.  Confirmation that the Impact Report 
and related materials are now complete can be performed very quickly.  In order to mitigate the 
damage caused by City’s prior wrongful refusal to deem the Impact Report complete, as 
discussed above, demand is hereby made that City deem the Impact Report complete within 48 
hours of this submittal, i.e., no later than close of business this Friday, October 9, 2020. 

Sincerely, 

COZEN O'CONNOR 

By:  Thomas W. Casparian, Esq. 

 

cc: Sunny K. Soltani, Esq. 
Benjamin R. Jones, Esq. 
Saied Naaseh, Dir. Community Development 
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Richard H. Close, Esq.
Cozen O’Connor
1299 Ocean Avenue, Suite 900
Santa Monica, CA 90401
Rclose@cozen.com

Via U.S. Mail and Email

SUBJECT: Relocation Impact Report (RIR) No. 3-18
Closure Request for Park Avalon Mobile Estates
750 East Carson Street

Dear Mr. Close,

On October 7, 2020, City staff received your resubmittal regarding Relocation Jmpact Report
(RIR) No. 3-18 for the closure of Park Avalon Mobile Estates located at 750 E. Carson St.

After review of the resubmittal and related materials, as it relates to application completeness
pursuant to CMC Section 9128.21, please refer to the below.

Table 1 (Section 9128.21 — RW Application Completeness Analysis) indicates the completeness
items, with the modified notations in bold font, subject to the subsequent discussion regarding
AB 2782.

The notations in Table 2 (staff-requested edits to the RIR application) relate to application edits
that were/are requested as a courtesy and not required to be made to complete the RIR
application.

1. RIR APPLICATION COMPLETENESS ANALYSIS (CMC 9128.21) - TABLE 1*

Relevant Provision of
CMC 9128.21: Complete/Incomplete Location Staff Comments

A. R1R Complete* See staff’s comments
below re: CMC
9128.2 1(C) and AB
2782

B. Resident Questionnaire Complete Completed
questionnaires

CITY HALL • 701 E. CARSON STREET • P.O. BOX 6234 • CARSON, CA 90749 • (310) 830-7600

WEBS ITE: cLcarson.ca.us

CITY OF CARSON

October 22, 2020
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October 22, 2020
Park Avalon Mobile Estates
RIR No. 3-18

submitted
concurrently
with RR

C. RIR Content:

C.1. Description of Complete* RW, Pg. 4 4th

Proposed New Use Paragraph
C.2. Timetable for park Complete RIR, Pg. 20
conversion

C.3. Legal Description of Complete RW, Exhibit A
the Park
C.4. No. of spaces, length Complete RIR, Exhibits B
of occupancy, current & D; Appraisal
rental rates reports

C.5. Date of manufacture Complete RW, Exhibit D;
and size of each Appraisal
mobilehome reports

submitted
concurrently
with RR

C.6. Appraised on-site Complete* Appraisal
value and off-site value of Reports
each of the mobile homes submitted
in the park concurrently

with RW
C.7. Total number of Complete RIR Pg. 6, Applicant provided

residents, broken down Table 1; a confidential tenant

space by space, to identify Exhibit D; information

owner or renter occupancy, Confidential spreadsheet to

principal or second home tenant complete this item.

occupancy, resident under information

sixteen (16) years of age, spreadsheet.

residents sixty-two (62)
years of age or over, and
the number of residents
who are handicapped
and/or disabled.

C.8. The name and mailing Complete Tenancy
address of each mobile Mailing List
home resident and each submitted
nonresident mobile home concurrently

01007.0593/675996.2
Page 2 of 6
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Park Avalon Mobile Estates
RIR No. 3-18

owner with RIR

C.9. A list of known Complete RIR pgs. 7-10 RIR revision re:
available spaces in the written
South Bay-Long Beach commitments
area of Los Angeles accepted.
County, the Orange County
area and other areas of Los
Angeles County within a
fifty (50) mile radius from
the park, including any
written commitments from
mobile home parks and
trailer park owners willing
to accept displaced
residents, the comparability
of such parks and the rental
rates for such spaces .

C.10. Estimates from two Complete Rifi, pgs. 9-10 1. RIR
(2) moving companies as to revision/additional
the minimum and per mile explanation
cost of moving, tear-down accepted. The
and set-up; and moving names of the moving
improvements installed by companies were
residents. provided and

approved.

2. RIR
revision/additional
explanation
accepted.

C.11. Proposed measures to Complete* RW pgs. 11-20
mitigate the adverse
impacts upon the park
residents
C.12. Relocation Specialist Complete RIR pgs. 14, 15,

16, 19-20
C.13. Information whether Complete RIR pg. 4 RIR
residents have been offered revision/additional
the option of a long-term explanation
lease of the land and accepted.
purchase of the
improvements if the park is

01007.0593/675996.2
Page 3of6
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to be sold

2. REQUESTED RIR EDITS (optional; not required to complete application)

TABLE 2

RIR Location Staff Requested Edits

1. Pages. 1 and 3 states 133 coaches. RIR revision accepted. See pg. 3

2. Page 8, 2’ paragraph, reference Exhibit 2. Correct and Reformat Exhibit F:
F

a. RIR revision accepted: The title and
address has been changed from Imperial
Avalon to Park Avalon.

b. Applicant may provide at a later time:
Add column and number each site so the
reviewer is able to see up front the number of
sites within the radius

c. Re-arrange the list. List from lowest space
rent to highest and ending with NAs.

3. Page 8, 4thi paragraph’s last sentence 1. RIR and Exhibit G revisions are accepted.
and Exhibit G 37 condos have been identified.

2. Applicant may provide at a later time:
Reformat Exhibit G. Add a column and
number each site so the reviewer is able to see
up front the number of sites

4. Page , 2’ paragraph RIR revision accepted: Replace “. . .Table 4 on
the following page” with “.. .Table 4 below.”

5. Page 9, reference Exhibit H Applicant may provide at a later time:
Reformat Exhibit H. Add a column to number
each site so the reviewer is able to see up front
the number of sites

6. Page 10, second to last paragraph: Requested revision was not completed: The
statement that “the City directed Brabant appraisal report submitted is a review
Brabant to review Mr. Netzer’s appraisal, i.e., a peer review of Mr. Netzer’s
appraisals and establish his own appraisal report. Staff’s understanding is that
opinion of values.” when conducting a peer review, an appraiser

does not “establish his own opinion of values.”
Please delete “and establish his own opinion of

01007.0593/675996.2
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October 22, 2020
Park Avalon Mobile Estates
RIR No. 3-18

values.”
7. Page 18, 2’ paragraph RIR revision accepted: Change reference to

approving body from “City Council” to
“Planning Commission,” with optional
reference to a potential appeal to the City
Council. The Planning Commission is the
primary decisionmaking body (CMC
§9128.21(A) & (D)). If the Planning
Commission’s decision is appealed, the City
Council would hear the matter and render a
final administrative decision.

*you have indicated to the City that you are aware of Governor Newsom’s August 31, 2020,
approval of Assembly Bill 2782 (AB 2782), and indeed, that you have been following the bill
since prior to its passage. As stated in the City’s notice of RIR application incompleteness issued
to you on September 30, 2020, the City has been conducting an analysis of AB 2782 and its
potential impacts on your application. After analyzing AB 2782, City staff has determined that as
a result of the passage of AB 2782, you are now required to submit the following information in
order to complete your Rifi application: (1) an appraisal of the “in-place market value” (within
the meaning of AB 2782) of the mobilehomes of the residents to be displaced; and (2)
information as to whether or not the intended or anticipated future use of the subject property
would include or contribute to housing opportunities or choices for low- and/or moderate-income
households within the City. Submittal of these items is required to enable the City to fully
evaluate your RIR application.

With regard to item no. 1 requested above, the text, legislative history, and legislative intent of
AB 2782 indicate that its “in-place market value” provisions require submission of an appraisal
of the value that a buyer would be willing to pay for the respective mobilehomes considering
their location in the mobilehome park (a rent-controlled mobilehome park in the City of Carson)
and assuming the continuation of the mobilehome park. (See AB 2782, § 4). The appraisal
reports submitted do not constitute or reflect such an appraisal.

As to item no. 2, AB 2782 requires the City, when acting upon an RIR application, to “make a
finding as to whether or not approval of the park closure and the park’s conversion into its
intended new use, taking into consideration both the impact report as a whole and the overall
housing availability within the local jurisdiction, will result in or materially contribute to a
shortage of housing opportunities and choices for low- and moderate-income households within
the local jurisdiction.” (See AB 2782, § 4). The RIR you submitted provides as follows, in
pertinent part: “The Park Owner intends to close the Park for subsequent redevelopment. At this
time, there is no proposed replacement development due to uncertain forecasts in the post
pandemic real estate market, the unknown cost and timing of local approval to close the Park,
and other factors. The Park Owner anticipates developing the property into denser housing and
possible mixed-use appropriate to the City’s burgeoning Civic Center area at the intersection of
Avalon Boulevard and Carson Street, where the Park remains an underdeveloped parcel.” To

Page 5o16
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October 22, 2020
Park Avalon Mobile Estates
RIR No. 3-18

facilitate the City’s ability to make a determination with respect to the foregoing required
finding, please provide information as to whether the intended or anticipated development
referenced would include affordable housing opportunities (i.e., housing units affordable to low-
and/or moderate-income households), and provide a description of the anticipated nature and
extent of such opportunities, if any.

You may contact me at (310) 952-1700 extension 1326 or malexand@carson.ca.us if you need
further assistance.

Planner

01007.0593/675996.2
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October 26, 2020 Thomas W. Casparian, Esq. 
 

Direct Phone 310-460-4471 
Direct Fax 310-594-3082 
tcasparian@cozen.com VIA EMAIL 

 

McKina Alexander 
Associate Planner 
City of Carson 
City Hall 
701 E. Carson Street 
P.O. Box 6234 
Carson, CA 90749 

Re: Park Avalon Mobile Estates 

Dear Ms. Alexander: 

We have received your letter dated October 22, 2020 (your “Letter”) purporting to again deem 
as incomplete the revised Relocation Impact Report ( “revised Impact Report”) for Park Avalon 
Mobile Estates (the “Park”), No. 3-18, which was submitted in response to your prior letter, 
dated September 30, 2020, deeming the initially-submitted Impact Report incomplete.  Although 
your Letter concedes that the revised Impact Report provides all of the “incomplete” items listed 
in your first letter deeming the initial Impact Report incomplete, it improperly attempts to require 
new items, and also attempts to impose requirements that are not required under current law.  
This appears to be a continuation of City’s wrongful attempts to delay a Planning Commission 
hearing on Park Avalon’s application to close the Park. 

In purporting to deem the revised Impact Report incomplete, your Letter improperly attempts to 
impose legal requirements that do not exist under current law.  Your Letter states, 

“After analyzing AB 2782, City staff has determined that as a result of the 
passage of AB 2782, you are now required to submit the following information in 
order to complete your RIR application: (1) an appraisal of the ‘in-place market 
value’ (within the meaning of AB 2782) of the mobilehomes of the residents to be 
displaced; and (2) information as to whether or not the intended or anticipated 
future use of the subject property would include or contribute to housing 
opportunities or choices for low- and/or moderate-income households within the 
City. Submittal of these items is required to enable the City to fully evaluate your 
RIR application.” 

AB 2782 is not the law, and will not become law until January 1, 2021.  City is legally required to 
analyze the completeness of the Impact Report under the current law, not future law.  Your 
Letter concedes that the revised Impact Report is complete under current law, and City is 
therefore legally obligated to deemed the Impact Report complete and set it for hearing before 
the Planning Commission. 
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Your Letter violates City’s legal obligation to deem the revised Impact Report complete and to 
hold a Planning Commission hearing for a second, independent reason.  The Permit 
Streamlining Act, and in particular Government Code section 65943, requires that an agency, 
when deeming a permit incomplete, “shall specify those parts of the application which are 
incomplete and shall indicate the manner in which they can be made complete, including a list 
and thorough description of the specific information needed to complete the application.”  
Although your initial incompleteness notice purported to do so, it did not list, let alone thoroughly 
describe, the new specific information your Letter now contends is required. The Permit 
Streamlining Act does not allow an agency to add new items that were not previously specified. 

As noted in my letter to you dated October 7, 2020, your initial incompleteness letter also 
wrongly deemed the initially-submitted Impact Report incomplete because the items that were 
purportedly missing either were not required by the Ordinance or were in fact provided.  The 
initial Impact Report should have been deemed complete no later than October 2, 2020.  
Indeed, the Impact Report would have been submitted and complete even earlier but for our 
reliance on misrepresentations by City.  City’s actions, together with other actions taken by City 
and its course of conduct with this park and another seeking closure, make plain City’s intent to 
delay closure application in an effort to burden, delay, or prevent the park from closing because 
the park’s closure is politically unpopular, and because City is hoping to delay application 
completeness until the new law, AB 2782, becomes effective and allows City greater freedom to 
exact further requirements for closure than are allowed under current law.  Indeed, your Letter 
attempting to impose AB 2782 prematurely makes that undeniable at this point. 

City’s wrongful actions have caused and will cause Park Avalon to suffer significant economic 
damage, almost certainly in an amount in the tens of millions of dollars.  In order to mitigate the 
damage caused by City’s repeated and wrongful refusal to deem the Impact Report complete 
and hold a hearing on its approval, demand is hereby made that City deem the Impact Report 
complete no later than close of business October 27, 2020, and set it for hearing at the next 
Planning Commission hearing. 

Sincerely, 

COZEN O'CONNOR 

By:  Thomas W. Casparian, Esq. 

 

cc: Sunny K. Soltani, Esq. 
Benjamin R. Jones, Esq. 
Saied Naaseh, Dir. Community Development 
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Dear Planning Commision, 
 

I am writing this letter with disbelief and heart broken. First off, because the city 
of Carson has disregarded the COVID-19 pandemic and the high unemployment rate in 
the state due to the pandemic, to allow the owner of the park to go forward with park 
closure in these hard times. Second, because he blatantly disobeyed the city and went 
ahead and got his own appraiser, Mr. James B. Netzer to appraise our homes with just 
an exterior picture and with the report Brabant did in 2018, when the market was totally 
different. The owner and Mr. Netzer are taking full advantage of the pandemic to highly 
undervalue our homes. Based on Mr. Netzer’s appraisal of my home, it  is worth 
$131,000.00, but we still owe roughly 98,000.00 on our mortgage, so we would only 
have about $33,000.00 to try to purchase a new home. Where does my family’s life 
savings of $60,000.00 given for the down payment and the $69,000.00 we’ve given in 5 
years and 9 months that we’ve lived here for, go? Down the drain! Where is our 
indemnification for uprooting us from our homes that we’ve fought for with blood, sweat 
and tears. 

Third, I received my report package in the mail on the 13th of November 2020, 
going off the date set forth for the public hearing notice, that only gives me 25 days to 
review my package. Also the date on the public hearing notice is wrong, it states 
Wednesday, December 8,2020, but it should be Tuesday, December 8,2020. Now after 
reviewing my package that’s from 2018, mind you.  I don’t even own a gas stove! I’ve 
also added additional features since then. Laminate flooring living room and dining 
room, $3,000.00.  New rain gutter on southside of home, $500.00(included in appraisal, 
but undervalued at $98).  New faux wood blinds in white throughout home, $1,200.00. 
New metal screen door, $500.00.  Dining room ceiling fan, $200.00.  Also I repainted all 
cabinets throughout the home, $1,200.00. I’ve purchased a new refrigerator and stove, 
$3,000.00. In total that is $9,600.00 not included in Mr. Netzer’s appraisal.Will that be 
included? 

Lastly, I don’t have a problem with the owner deciding to close the park, but I do 
have a problem with the way he has gone about it. Let’s not forget he supposedly 
repaired the clubhouse, but why? To close the park. He brought in a new mobile home, 
but why? To close the park. Every year he requested an increase in rent, but why? To 
close the park. And now to finally give us our appraisal during the worst pandemic since 
the Spanish flu, causing a high unemployment rate and low market value for our homes. 
He hired an appraiser that he wanted, not appointed by the city. We just want fair 
market value comparable to homes in Carson. 

 
Sincerely, 

 
Carmen Telles Jorge A. Elvir 
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McKina Alexander

From: McKina Alexander
Sent: Monday, November 30, 2020 11:45 AM
To: Denise Bothe; Lucille Sandoval
Subject: FW: Park Avalon Carson closure

Park Avalon Resident PC comments  
 

From: FROJAS8@ca.rr.com [mailto:FROJAS8@ca.rr.com]  
Sent: Monday, November 30, 2020 9:40 AM 
To: McKina Alexander 
Subject: Park Avalon Carson closure 
 
11/30/20 
 
 
Dear Planning Commission, we are Francisco Ortiz and my mother Maria G Rojas. We are residents of Park 
Avalon Mobile Estate SPC# 55 in Carson. We are writing this letter to ask you to consider to postpone the 
hearing that is taking place on December the 8th 2020, we just received our package and we have less than two 
weeks to prepare for the hearing and not to mention that we are in the middle of the pandemic emergency right 
now.  
 
This is a really bad time to to continue with this proccess, my mom is almost 80 years old and we are afraid to 
get the Covid-19 virus due to all this process. Beside that we can't be relocated 50 miles away from carson, my 
mom has her doctor in this city and we have family in carson who help me to take care of her while I am at 
work. If they relocate us out of City Of Carson I wont afford to have someone to look over my mom while I am 
at work.  
 
The Money that they are offering for our house is nothing, practically  we'll be homeless in no time. The rents 
are so high, I dont make too much money to afford to pay $1,500 dls a month for a single room. Please, we are 
asking you to to delay this hiring at this moment of stress due to the pandemic. 
 
Thank you very much, 
 
Francisco Oriz and Maria G Rojas. 
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To whoever is reading this,  

(If it’s even being read) 

 

 As you know, the owner of Park Avalon Mobile Estates has once again applied to close the park 

down, only this time he did it smack dab in the middle of a pandemic that has statistically, been getting 

worse and worse. Many people lost jobs, most people haven’t regained them, many families of Park 

Avalon are being affected, STILL! What kind of person chooses to close down a park when people are at 

their worst? How are people expected to purchase another home when they have 6 months to vacate their 

homes once the closure gets approved? In order to buy another home, you need proof of income, many 

don’t have income. There are many senior citizens who live off social security, many can’t afford a new 

mortgage payment or rent on an apartment. Many of these senior citizens live alone and have special 

needs, special needs that are met by living at Park Avalon. Does the city of Carson even care?   

The report given to each homeowner states that necessary improvements were made to the park. 

Fixing the pool, the clubhouse, some fencing and paving the streets wasn’t necessary, that money could 

have gone to improvements that were actually needed around the park, such as the sewer system. That 

same sewer system that is being mentioned as to why the park is being closed. The owner should have 

done their research before they purchased the park. Now 130+ families have to suffer because the owner 

made a bad investment? Or was this the plan all along, purchase a park where people have been living in 

for many years and tear them away from their homes and force them out to gentrify the area?? 

Another issue is the appraisals. The first time the owner applied to close down the park, appraiser 

came and went inside each home, took pictures, and gave a valid and UNBIASED appraisal. This time 

around the appraisals consisted of a SINGLE picture of the outside being taken unbeknownst to the 

homeowner. How is this a valid appraisal? Recently property value has gone up immensely, so, why are 

homeowners being offered chump change for their homes??  

You don’t have to be religious to know that this is a sin against 130+ families, especially against 

those who are struggling due to the pandemic, whether their jobs’ were affected or their health, and the 

elderly who are barely getting by with their meager income. The false claims of “necessary 

improvements”, the false and biased appraisals and the terrible decision to apply for closure during a 

pandemic will forever tarnish what the city of Carson stands for.  

The City of Carson website states “City of Carson, Future Unlimited” that’s what I thought when 

I got here. I guess that was a lie. Go ahead and reward the businessmen with bad intentions.  

MONEY MEANS NOTHING WHEN YOU LOSE YOUR HUMANITY 

 

Ignacio Landeros Jr.  
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To whoever this may concern,  

  

 The subject of this letter is to address my daughter and I being kicked out of our home, 

due to the park closure that the owner of Park Avalon Mobile estates has applied for.  

This year has not been a good year for many people. Thanks to COVID-19, I was laid off, 

my income is less than half of what I use to make. I am scheduled to have knee surgery in 

January and need at least 4 months of recovery. I am the sole breadwinner in my household. I 

have a daughter who is still in school, who must be accompanied with an Emotional Support 

Animal, due to her anxiety. I have adapted my life around where I live: my job was close by, my 

daughter’s school is close by, my doctors, vet for my daughter’s ESA, etc.  

Why did the owner decide to apply for a closure now, during a pandemic? My home was 

undervalued by a lot compared to the previous appraisal. Property prices went up, but our home 

values went down from the previous appraisal.  

In May, the appraiser came and took ONE picture of the outside of my home and 

appraised the home from that ONE picture without evaluating anything else. So, I am expected, 

in the middle of a pandemic, with no job, to leave my home, take the peanuts the owner is 

offering and move to a new place? How is this being allowed by the city of Carson?  

If my daughter and I are going to be forced out of our home, can you at least be 

reasonable? Can I be at least given a proper appraisal of what my home is worth? Can I at least 

be given more time before the park closes, not in the middle of a worldwide pandemic that cost 

my job. I CAN NOT afford to buy another home or rent another home, especially with the 

ridiculous appraisal I was given, my life depends on where I live.  

 

I HOPE and PRAY that the city of Carson knows what the right decision is, but I am not 

expecting them to make it.  

 

Maria Landeros  

394



To the city of Carson,  

  

 I am writing to you today to talk about the closure of Park Avalon Mobile Estates and 

how that will affect my mom and me. When the pandemic started my mom lost her job and 

doesn’t make much, she doesn’t always have enough money for rent. My mom can’t work a lot 

because she has bad knees, and she needs surgery on both. I want to get a job and help but I am 

still in school, I have a lot of anxiety, so I have my Emotional Support Animal with me all the 

time, Charlie. Please don’t let them take our house away. I learned how to take the bus to school, 

my doctor’s appointments and to take Charlie to the Vet, here in Carson. If you force us to move 

from here, I don’t know where we will go or where we will live. They aren’t offering much for 

our home; we are not going to have enough to buy another one. I grew up here in Carson and I 

have always loved living here, but if you let them take away our home then this won’t be the 

great place that I thought it was.  

 

Just remember, in the middle of pandemic you will force us to leave, when my mom doesn’t 

have a job. You’re letting the bad guy win!  

 

Ofelia Landeros 
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McKina Alexander

From: RVILLALOBOS46@roadrunner.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2020 9:26 PM
To: McKina Alexander
Subject: Park Avalon Closure-Hearing Dec. 8,2020

Dear Planning Commission,  
 
            My name is Rosalinda Villalobos, I live in space 85 at Park Avalon Mobile Estates. I have lived here 
since May 2009 with my family. The reason for my letter is to request a fair market value for my mobile home. 
I received the package with RIR where it included the appraisal of my mobile home which clearly is not correct. 
No where in the city of Carson you can find any mobile homes for the price I'm being offered for mine. As it 
clearly states in the RIR all mobiles in the city of Carson are priced  much higher  because it's a rent controlled 
city. Not only I'm getting payed nothing for my mobile home, but  my family and I are being left without a 
home and a loan which I'm currently paying. When Mr. Wong decided to buy this land, it was with the only 
intention to take all of us out and build something that will leave him with a lot money, he should be obligated 
to pay us a fair price for our mobile homes (which we have all worked really hard for) so, we can afford to 
move somewhere else and offer our kids a better/decent life. Once again I request a FAIR MARKET VALUE 
for our mobile homes.  
 
 
                                                                                                                                                  Sincerely, 
                                                                                                                                                  Rosalinda Villalobos 
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