McKina Alexander

From: Noelia Texta

Sent: Monday, March 15, 2021 4:44 PM
To: McKina Alexander

Subject: The impact closed the park
Categories: Rancho Dominguez

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Samuel Figueroa i
Date: March 15, 2021 at 3:46:06 PM PDT
To: Noelia Texta -

The Impact That the Park Closure Will Have on My Family
My name is Nestor Figueroa living in Rancho Dominguez mobile home spc # 4 since 2009
I have lived here with my wife and 2 children, 12-year-old Samuel and 8-year-old Melanie.
very happy here.
The closure of the park is something that has stolen our peace of mind, all this
added to the bad economy in which this pandemic has left us.
All of us at home
we got sick from covid, my wife lost her job and so far she is still at home
helping children with their classes by zoom.
The information that was sent to us by the
owner Mr. Spencer is all in English.
Most of the people who live here speak Spanish and in my case I don't understand all of it.
the information. I would like to receive the information in Spanish. My income after
taxes are $ 2,080 dollars a month and think about having to pay a rent of more than $ 1,800
dollars is something you could not afford, mobile homes around the area are valued at
$ 100,000 to $ 200,000 in addition to the rent of the apartment.
We are also concerned about
uncertain future of our children when it comes to their education, they are very good
students and we believe that moving to another school can affect them emotionally.
The
Mr. Spencer has let us know that because the city has put many obstacles
to extend the permission so you prefer to close.
We don't want to leave, could the city
Please extend your permission from Carson so that we can continue living here.
We need your help.
Also Mr. Spencer has like 20 houses that he has bought for some
years, because he did not allow anyone to sell his house to someone else, there were neighbors
who already
bought houses and were forced to sell them very cheaply.
He rents them from $ 1,500 to $ 1950.
MGA124/21/2021 7:26 AM7:26 AM 1

EXHIBIT NO.12



Because of that we think that he wants to evict us and

keep the properties to rent them and get more income since we pay

very little rent for the apartment, in our case we paid approximately $ 510 with
everything and utilities.

We don't really want to leave here, but if we have no other option for

Could you please help us so that you can extend us enough time to get out of the
havoc that the pandemic has brought.

since we consider unfair a closure in these

circumstances.

Right now they offer me $ 35,000 if we leave now or $ 16,100 if we wait

Until the end, I find it unfair when we pay more than $ 63,000.

We evaluate the houses as they are in the area, that we are paid just enough for the houses.
I have a lot of stress just thinking about where I am going to go with my family, I can't sleep.
Do not

I speak or understand the English language a lot, so I ask you to please have a
Spanish translator for the April 27 meeting, please consider that most of the
people speak spanish.

Thanks a lot.

Madam: Mckina Alexander for reading my letter

Att

Nestor Figueroa
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My name is Daniel Herrera,

Through this letter I wish to express our difficult housing
situation in which we find ourselves. We ask for your help as an
authority of the city of Carson. My family and I live in Rancho
Dominguez Mobile Estates, located at 435 E Gardena Blvd
Space # 5, the owner of the mobile home park has sent us a
letter stating that he wants to vacate us from our mobile home,
because his desire as owners is to make more money and since
we own our mobile home he cannot make more money from us
since we only pay rent for the space. They have only offered us
$10,000 dollars for our mobile home which is a big injustice,
our mobile home is worth way more than that amount. Also,
with that money it will not be enough to get a new place, we
have researched and all prices for mobile homes are very high
and out of our reach as a family. That is why we are reaching
out to you as authority to please help us and we trust that you
will not allow for this injustice to happen. Ever since they
warned us that they want to remove us from our home, our
family has been affected emotionally and mentally. My wife has
really bad anxiety due to this situation since economically we
are not well. I have hardly had a job since the covid 19
pandemic began. We wish as a family that you can do something
about it to help us not become homeless. Thank you for all your
hard work and help you provide to our community:.

Sincerely,

Daniel Herrera & family



March 22, 2027 at 9:48 AM

To whom it may concern :

First of alt we would like to thank you for your time to read this letter.

We come to you because we have full confidence in your good judgment that you
exercise in your work and we are sure that you will help us to avoid doing an injustice
to our situation.

We are facing something unfair, the closure of the Rancho Deminguez park and this
would make us lose our home, which through years of effort and hard work we have
managed to have, a decent place to live. And due to the situation that we are all
living with this pandemic, economicaily we would not have the resources to be able to
go to another place, practically with what they offer us to leave our house they are
throwing us to live on the street, because the cost of housing is really high . At the
moment we have not been able to have stable work, due to the pandemic.

Therefore, we do not agree that the park is closed, as this would offect not only us but
also our family who live in the park and all our neighbors, including the elderly who
would also be left on the street.

We ask you to review our case and consider the possibility of renewing the contract
so that we can continue living here.

Thank you in advance for your good work for the Carson community.

Sincerely : Juan Herrera & Rubi Herrera
Spc 10
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To Whom It May Concern:

As a long-term resident and mobile estate owner, 1 am not
satisfied with the initial appraisal amount. Plainly, the current
offer is well below the market cost and does not reflect the rental
rates of the area. The entire mobile estate would need additional
time, and especially more monetary support, to fully comply
with the dissolution of the mobile estate closure.

I understand the park closure is inevitable, however, the
current relocation benefit package and appraisal estimate do not
take into account the extraordinary situation of the COVID-19
pandemic, which will make it extremely difficult to find suitable
housing amongst the recent financial limitations. Many residents
have seen a decline in job opportunities, and some have cven
lost their jobs, making this transition much more difficult. The
relocation benefit package should reflect additional COVID-19
reparations to ensure that all the residents have suitable housing
in nearby areas.

To summarize, 1 would like to request a new appraisal that
accurately reflects the market cost and rental rates of the area
and/or more time before the closure to consider all available
options.

Thank you,
Space # 22 Resident
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Dear Alexander,
I am the owner of mobile home 30 and I do not approve of the selling of the land. During this
time the closure of the park will make it difficult to move to somewhere we can afford to live
comfortably as a family of four. In this pandemic work has been slower that moving would just
add to the stressfulness of the past year/ current year. Currently the housing and renters’ market
has gone up and also makes it difficult to leave.
Thank you,

Jaybee Mujica
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To whomever this may concern,

My name is Leopoldo Guzman and my wife and | live in the mobile estates
of Rancho Dbminguez which we are now receiving notice that you plan to
get rid of. We are two elder people who are close to retiring and with covid
affecting us as well, this just puts more stress for us and | wish to still live
here. We have been living here for the past 24 years and very much love
my house, rent everywhere else is very expensive and can't find anything
reasonable. Covid really affected my family and this just makes it a little
harder for us during these troubled times. So we please ask you kindly that

you think about not getting rid of the mobile estates where we currently live
and wish to keep living in.

Sincerely,
Mr. & Mrs. Leopoldo Guzman



To whom it may concern,

My name is Rosalva Estrada Hernandez and | live in
Rancho Dominguez Mobile Estates, mobile home #38 of
which | own. | wish to express my feelings as a human
being as how badly | have been affected by the news of
the eviction of my property. | have been affected
tremendously emotionally, mentally and psychologically,
since | found out when this whole process began, | have
had a lot of anxiety, depression and at night | cannot
sleep. | do not know what it will be of me in the future as |
am a 63-year-old woman who depends on herself with
very low resources to cope with my needs. | beg you to
please, please not agree with this injustice or crime, we
cannot call it otherwise. People like me will have no
shelter, we will have no choice but to live on the streets, |
will become homeless as | cannot afford to pay rent
higher than what | pay now. | put all my trust and hope in
God and in you as an authority of our city since you are
always advocating for the people of the city of Carson.
Thank you for everything you do for all the residents of
Carson.

Sincerely,

Rosalva Estrada Hernandez
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City Of Carson March 19,2021
To Whom It May Concern:

As along-Term resident and mobile estate owner, I am not satisfied with
the initial appraisal amount plainly. The current offer is well below the
market cost and does not reflect the rental rates of the area. The entire
mobile estate would need additional time, and especially more monetary
support, to fully comply with the dissolution of the mobile estate closure. I
understand the park closure is inevitable, however, the current relocation
benefit package and appraisal estimate do not take into account the
extraordinary situation of the covid-19 pandemic,.which will make it
extremely difficult to find suitable housing among the recent financial
limitations. Many residents have seen a deadline in job opportunities, and
some have even lost their jobs, making this transition much more difficult.
The relocation benefit package should reflect additional covid-19
reparations to ensure that all the residents have suitable housing in nearby
areas.to summarize, i would like to request a new appraisal that accurately
reflects the market costs and rental rates of the are and/or more time
before the closure to consider all available options.

Thank You,
Space#_4/§ Resident

Address: 435 E. Gardena Blvd.
Gardena,CA 90248



McKina Alexander

_— — — - N
From: Maria Gonzalez
Sent: Monday, March 22, 2021 8:23 AM
To: McKina Alexander
Subject: RE: La manera en que me afectarfa el cierre del parque Rancho Dominguez...
Categories: Rancho Dominguez

The way that the closure of the Rancho Dominguez Mobile Estates Park will affect me.

My name is Ana Rojas and | live in space #52, my financial situation has been affected by the pandemic, my work has
been affected by a fracture in my right hand and shoulder. | do not receive any income from Social Security, I'm 64 years
old and I suffer from high blood pressure and depression and to think that the park will be closing has robbed my peace
and has affected my sleep. | currently pay approximately $490 with everything including utilities, in my situation | would
not be able to pay a high rent such as the ones in this area.

Due to my financial situation | would not like to see the park closed, but if we are forced to leave, please have the City of
Carson help us by giving us a good amount of time to continue living here. Also that we are paid what’s fair for our
houses, because buying a house like this one are very expensive especially in parks where space is cheap.

One favor. | would like there to be a translator for the April meeting.

Thanks for your attention
Ms. McKina Alexander

Sincerely,
Ana Rojas

From: McKina Alexander

Sent: Monday, March 22, 2021 7:41 AM

To: Maria Gonzalez

Subject: FW: La manera en que me afectaria el cierre del parque Rancho Dominguez...

Hi Maria, Please translate.

Thanks,
McKina

From: Ana Rojas

Sent: Friday, March 19, 2021 2:33 PM

To: McKina Alexander

Subject: La manera en que me afectaria el cierre del parque Rancho Dominguez...

La manera en que me afectaria el cierre del parque Rancho Dominguez Mobile Estates.

Mi nombre es Ana Rojas vivo en el espacio #52 ,mi situacién econémica se ha visto afectada por la pandemia,me he
visto afectada para trabajar debido a una fractura en mi mano derecha y en mi hombro.

No recibo ninguna ayuda del Seguro,tengo 64 afios y padezco de alta presién y depresion y el pensar en un posible cierre
del parque me ha robado la calma y me ha afectado mi suefio.
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Actualmente pagé aproximadamente 490 ddlares con todo y utilidades, en mi situacién no podria pagar una renta tan
cara como las qué hay en el 4rea.

Debido a mi situacién econdmica no me gustaria que cerraran el parque,pero si nos viéramos obligados a salirnos,por
favor que la Ciudad de Carson nos ayude a que nos den un buen tiempo para continuar aqui.

También que se nos pague lo justo por nuestras casas,porque ia compra de una casa cdmo estas ,estdn muy caras
especialmente en los parques donde el espacio es barato.

Un favor me gustaria que hubiera un traductor para la reunién de abril.

Gracias por su atencién.

Sefiora Mckina Alexander.

Atentamente:Ana Rojas.

Enviado desde mi iPad
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McKina Alexander

—— I—— - I
From: Debora Fore . -
Sent: Tuesday, March 2, 2021 6:26 PM
To: McKina Alexander
Subject: Error in Mobile Home Appraisal
Categories: Rancho Dominguez

Debora Fore
435 East Gardena Boulevard, Space 55
Gardena, California 90248

| received my packet from the City of Carson. | noticed some errors in my home description.

The manufacturer of my home is Cameron, not Skyline. | own a double wide, not a single wide. My home is a three
bedroom. The third bedroom is addition, eight feet by twenty. So that would make the home 20’ x 40' +8' x 20'.
That will change the value of my home.

If you any additional information please contact me at If you cannot reach me at home please call my cell
at

Debora N. Fore
Owner

Sent with care from Debora Fore’s iPhone

MGA114/21/2021 7:37 AM7:37 AM 1



City Of Carson March 19,2021
To Whom It May Concern:

As along-Term resident and mobile estate owner, I am not satisfied with
the initial appraisal amount plainly. The current offer is well below the
market cost and does not reflect the rental rates of the area. The entire-
mobile estate would need additional time, and especially more monetary
support, to fully comply with the dissolution of the mobile estate closure. I
understand the park closure is inevitable, however, the current relocation
benefit package and appraisal estimate do not take into account the
extraordinary situation of the covid-19 pandemic,.-which will make it
extremely difficult to find suitable housing among the recent financial
limitations. Many residents have seen a deadline in job opportunities, and
some have even lost their jobs, making this transition much more difficult.
The relocation benefit package should reflect additional covid-19
reparations to ensure that all the residents have suitable housing in nearby
areas.to summarize, i would like to request a new appraisal that accurately
reflects the market costs and rental rates of the are and/or more time
before the closure to consider all available options.

Thank You,
Space#.2 ~#_Resident

Address: 435 E. Gardena Blvd.
Gardena,CA 90248



March 14, 2021
To Whom It May Concern:

As a long-term resident and mobile estate owner, I am not satisfied with the initial
appraisal amount. Plainly, the current offer is well below the market cost and does not reflect the
rental rates of the area. The entire mobile estate would need additional time, and especially more
monetary support, to fully comply with the dissolution of the mobile estate closure.

I understand the park closure is inevitable, however, the current relocation benefit
package and appraisal estimate do not take into account the extraordinary situation of the
COVID-19 pandemic, which will make it extremely difficult to find suitable housing amongst
the recent financial limitations. Many residents have seen a decline in job opportunities, and
some have even lost their jobs, making this transition much more difficult. The relocation benefit
package should reflect additional COVID-19 reparations to ensure that all the residents have
suitable housing in nearby areas.

To summarize, I would like to request a new appraisal that accurately reflects the market
cost and rental rates of the area and/or more time before the closure to consider all available
options.

Thank you,

Space #63 Resident



March 20, 2021

To Whom It May Concern:

I am writing to communicate that as a long-term resident and mobile estate owner, I am not
satisfied with the initial appraisal amount or timeline. The current offer is well below the market
value and does not reflect the rental rates in the area. The monetary support or the time
provided is not sufficient to address what it is required to uproot and rehouse entire families in
order to comply with the dissolution of the mobile estate closure.

The current relocation benefit package and appraisal estimate do not take into account the
extraordinary circumstances faced by families during the current COVID-19 pandemic. At this
time, and within the timeline provided, it is extremely difficult to find suitable housing options and
this burden is compounded by the impact on families’ financial limitations given the pandemic.
Many residents are experiencing financial hardships due to decline in job opportunities,
unemployment, health issues and death of loved ones, thus making any major housing

transition extraordinarily burdensome at this time.

Additionally, our family includes two children, who are currently attending performing schools in
the area, and removing them from this community will greatly affect their academic potential and
further exacerbate the trauma experienced during this pandemic. My children have already
been affected by the shelter in place conditions and another transition at this time will further
disrupt their leaming and negatively impact their social and emotional wellbeing. Furthermore,
our family includes two elderly members who are currently facing major medical issues and are
being treated and cared for by a local program at AltaMedPace. Removing them from their
support system and local practitioners, is certain to disturb their health conditions.

Lastly, the session on April 27th, excludes the majority of the property owners, for they do not
have access to computers nor speak English rendering these methods of communication
inequitable. The relocation benefit package should reflect additional COVID-19 reparations to
ensure that all the residents have suitable housing accommodations in nearby areas and have

adequate time to navigate such a traumatic displacement.

To summarize, | am requesting a new appraisal that accurately reflects the market value and
rental rates and additional time to consider all options and decrease the burden posed to my

family.

Sincerely,

Jose Juan Gonzalez

Signature:/” 189‘:/ 7( BW'\U\&D\/ ]
T~ O

Spce 64 Resident

Scanned with CamScanner



March 18, 2021

Miguel A. Delgado
Space#72

I am writing this letter to let you know my disagreement in the closure of the Rancho
Dominguez. | have been living here for a long time and to move would be very difficult for
me because the rents are very high/expensive and at this time I cannot buy because [ don't
have credit. [ have 3 kids in school and it’s close by and to move to another place would be

difficult right now.

I know that the closure is inevitable but give us what’s fair for our trailers/coach and give
us more time to look for a more accessible place according to our financial situation. I hope
you consider seeing the situation of the Covid 19 pandemic and give us more time.

Thank you very much.



City Of Carson March 19,2021
To Whom It May Concern:

As along-Term resident and mobile estate owner, I am not satisfied with
the initial appraisal amount plainly. The current offer is well below the
market cost and does not reflect the rental rates of the area. The entire-
mobile estate would need additional time, and especially more monetary
support, to fully comply with the dissolution of the mobile estate closure. I
understand the park closure is inevitable, however, the current relocation
benefit package and appraisal estimate do not take into account the
extraordinary situation of the covid-19 pandemic,.which will make it
extremely difficult to find suitable housing among the recent financial
limitations. Many residents have seen a deadline in job opportunities, and
some have even lost their jobs, making this transition much more difficult.
The relocation benefit package should reflect additional covid-19
reparations to ensure that all the residents have suitable housing in nearby
areas.to summarize, i would like to request a new appraisal that accurately
reflects the market costs and rental rates of the are and/or more time
before the closure to consider all available options.

Thank You,

Space# ﬂ[ Resident

Address: 435 E. Gardena Blvd.
Gardena,CA 90248
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City Of Carson March 19,2021
To Whom It May Concern:

As along-Term resident and mobile estate owner, I am not satisfied with
the initial appraisal amount plainly. The current offer is well below the
market cost and does not reflect the rental rates of the area. The entire-
mobile estate would need additional time, and especially more monetary
support, to fully comply with the dissolution of the mobile estate closure. I
understand the park closure is inevitable, however, the current relocation
benefit package and appraisal estimate do not take into account the
extraordinary situation of the covid-19 pandemic, which will make it
extremely difficult to find suitable housing among the recent financial
limitations. Many residents have seen a deadline in job opportunities, and
some have even lost their jobs, making this transition much more difficult.
The relocation benefit package should reflect additional covid-19
reparations to ensure that all the residents have suitable housing in nearby
areas.to summarize, i would like to request a new appraisal that accurately
reflects the market costs and rental rates of the are and/or more time

before the closure to consider all available options.

Thank You,

Space# 78 Resident
(ARLDS H LamieZ.

- Tessie BAmircL

Address: 435 E. Gardena Blvd.
Gardena,CA 90248



Eduardo Almeida
435 E Gardena Blvd #79
Gardena, California 90248

18, March 2021

To Whom It May Concern:

I'am writing you concerning our property here at Rancho Dominguez Mobile Estates; we
have been made aware this year that we are being asked to vacate and move from the
property. I have been offered a sum of money to do so but unfortunately I find that sum is
not an appropriate amount for our family to uproot and leave. We have been residents
here at the estates since 2005 this is our community and we are established. Also our
home is almost done being paid off in full. We would like to continue being here seeing

as we are rooted here.

I am the care taker for my mother here Maria Olga Almeida she is elderly and her health,
safety and well being is of the utmost importance and priority to me. Moving my mother
and forcing her to leave her home and care would be detrimental to her health. All of my
mother’s doctor, physicians and care are based close to our home it is of great importance
that she is able to maintain that care and moving would affect that greatly.

If there are any questions you may have and would like to speak please contact me as
soon as possible. Thank you for your time it is greatly appreciated.

Kindly

Eduardo Almeida



March 19, 2021

To Whom It May Concern:

As a long-term resident and a mobile estate owner, am not satisfied with the initial appraisal
amount. Plainly the current offer is well below the market cost and does not reflect the rental
rate in the area. The entire mobile estate would need additional time especially more
monetary support to fully comply with the dissolution of the mobile estate closure.

| understand the park closure is inevitable however the current relocation benefit package and
the appraisal estimate does not take in account the current COVID-19 pandemic. Which would
make it extremely difficult to find suitable homes. Amongst the recent financial limitations
many residents have seen a decline in job opportunities, and some have even lost their jobs
making this transition much more difficult. The relocation benefit package should reflect
addition COVID-19 reparations to ensure that all the residents have suitable housing in nearby

areas.

For those of us that are retired or on a limited income it would be impossible to afford
relocation, landlords would require three times the rent amount as qualifying income. For us
that would leave us disqualified. To obtain a mortgage lender would be hesitant to approve of

because of our age let alone the income.

To summarize< | would like to request a new appraisal that accurately reflects the market cost
and rental rates of the area and more time before the closure to consider all available options.

Thank you, /7&(/%‘ ng Wwﬂﬂhﬂ‘” %ZM(_ /é}a,.¢aé§4

Space 80 Owners



03/18/2021

Attention: McKina

Rancho Dominguez Mobile Estates
Space#81

Raul & Gabriela Guerrero

In 2006 we bought the house for $65,000 with Century 21 for 15 years. This December
2021 we were going to finish paying and they are only offering $26,000 and this is very
little. When we made our contract in 2006, they provided the park’s contract and it said it
will expire in 2012. Mrs. Dona Spencer said that there was no problem that the contract
would be renewed with the city. Something that did not happen. We spent money
renovating and improving the house as it would be our home forever and now without
money, without a house and 15 years later. We will be a family living on the street.

In advance, thank you very much for reading our feelings.

In time of Covid-19 and without a home, in addition elderly and retired. What will become
of us.

Survey - Question 1 (Spanish response)- The price they pay for the house is very low,

where would we go without money.
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McKina Alexander

From: Joshio Jauregui <joshiojauregui@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, April 26, 2021 9:11 PM

To: McKina Alexander

Subject: COMMENT REGARDING RANCHO DOMINGUEZ CLOSURE

Due to the COVID-19 pandemic as well as being a low income household my family currently cannot relocate
if Rancho Dominguez Mobile Home Park is to close. We do not support the closure.



McKina Alexander

From: Carlos Franco <49ers.cf@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 27, 2021 3:42 PM

To: McKina Alexander

Subject: Re: RDME RE: Survey

How come the city of Carson is allowing our mobile home park to close and the owners to just throw us out like last
weeks trash during these hard times with covid 19 on our heels, why isn’t the city of Carson doing more to help it’s
citizens or to get a fair buy out from the owners,we are not being offered anywhere near what other mobile homes go
for around Carson, there are a lot of us that are out of work because of covid or had our hours cut at work because of
covid, if the city of Carson can’t help it’s resident then who can, when will the city of Carson defend its residents from
money hungry corporations.

Sent from my iPhone

> O0n Apr 22, 2021, at 7:30 AM, McKina Alexander <malexander@carsonca.gov> wrote:

>
> Hello Carlos,

>

> Received your survey.

>

> Thank you, M

>

> McKina Alexander | Associate Planner
> she|her

> City of Carson | Planning Division

> 701 East Carson Street, Carson, CA 90745

> Office: 310-952-1700 ext. 1326

> City of Carson Website

>

> Due to COVID-19 restrictions, City Hall is only open to the public on Mondays and Thursdays by appointment only.
Staff is available by email and phone Monday-Thursday during normal business hours (7:00 am - 6:00 pm).

> From: Carlos Franco [mailto:49ers.cf@gmail.com]
> Sent: Wednesday, April 21, 2021 7:04 PM

> To: McKina Alexander

> Subject: Survey

>

>

>




( COZEN
2 O'CONNOR

April 27, 2021 Thomas W. Casparian, Esq.
Direct Phone 310-460-4471

VIA E-MAIL (MALEXANDER@CARSONCA.GOV) teasparian@cozen.com

McKina Alexander

Associate Planner

City of Carson

701 E. Carson St.
Carson, CA 90749

Re: Rancho Dominguez Mobile Estates: RIR No. 04-19
Dear McKina:
Please provide the following documents, attached herewith, to members of the Planning
g:go.mmission for consideration at the April 27, 2021 hearing of Relocation Impact Report No. 04-
1. Notice of Legal Non-Conforming Use, recorded April 10, 1981 (Exh. 1);
2. Letter from City to Park Owner, dated April 27, 1988 (Exh. 2);
3. Letter from City to Park Owner, dated April 20, 2000 (Exh. 3);
4. Letter from City to Park Owner, dated March 17, 2009 (Exh. 4);
5. Letter to William W. Wynder, dated July 10, 2012 (Exh. 5);
6. Letter to William W. Wynder, dated November 15, 2012 (Exh. 6);
7. Letter to William W. Wynder, dated March 7, 2013 (Exh. 7);
8. Letter to Sheri Repp-Loadsman, dated June 27, 2013 (Exh. 8);
9. Letter from City to residents, dated January 11, 2016 (Exh. 9);
10. Letter to City with Application for closure, dated February 22, 2019 (Exh. 10);
11. Letter to McKina Alexander, dated April 5, 2019 (Exh. 11);
12. Letter from City, dated April 30, 2019 (Exh. 12);

13. Letter to Benjamin R. Jones, dated June 3, 2019 (Exh. 13);

14. Letter to McKina Alexander, dated December 30, 2020 (Exh. 14).

LEGAL\52021659\1

401 Wilshire Boulevard ~ Suite 850  Santa Monica, CA 90401
310.393.4000 800.523.1900 310.394.4700 Fax cozen.com



McKina Alexander
April 27, 2021
Page 2

Sincerely,

COZEN O'CONNOR

By: Thomas W. Casparian, Esq.
Attachments

cc: Benjamin R. Jones, Esq. (via email)
bjones@awattorneys.com

LEGAL\52021659\1
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CITY OF CARSON
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CARSON. CA 90748 } $H
Recerder's Offics 2C

- For Recorder’'s Use Only mweeeeearacmnem—

NOTICE OF LEGAL
'NON-CONFORMING USE

Property Owner: Carter Spencer Enterprises
425 E, Gardena Blvd.
Gardena, CA. 90247

Address of Property: Rancho Dominguez Mobile Estates
435 E, Gardena Blvd.
Carson, CA.

Legal Description: See attached.

Non-conforming Use: Mobilehome park in the ML (Manufacturing,

Light) zone district, under 2 use variance (No. 577g), Use variances
became legal, nonconforming under City Ordinancc No, 77-143, on
November Z, 1977, There is a 35-year amortization period for mobile-
home parks,

Termination Date: November 2, 2012

COMMUNITY DEVELOPME)

Dateﬁ ‘L ‘2/




i
i
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION

That portion of Lot 14 of the Bassett Tract, as shown on masp recorded
in Book 2, pages 44 of Maps in the Office of the Recorder of the County
of Los Angeles, described as follows:

2cginning 3t the southcast ovner of sald lot; thonct acythwestesly aluig
the east line 369.80 feet to the north line; thence westerly along the
north line 330.71 feet to a point; thence southeasterly 367.17 feet,
more or less, to a Enint in the south line of lot, distant westerly
331.10 feet, from the southeast corner; thence easterly along the

south line 331.10 feet to the point of beginning. EXCEPTING THEREFRCM
the north 233.05 feet of said portion.

PARCEL [1: The esasterly 5 acres of Lot 15 (acerage estimated to the
cénter of Palm Avenue, now 165th Street, and the westerly linc of said

5 acres being parallel with the casterly line of said lot} of the Bassett
Tract, as shown on map recorded in Book 2, page 44 of Maps, in the office
of said Recorder.



Apedl 27, 1980

Mr. Jolwm Spuncer
Corter- Spencer Laterprises
02y 1. Gardena Boulovaed

Gactlena, Caltfornle 90247
4

Suljuct: 1 agal, Honconloriming Stalus of ancho Dominguez
Mobilehomo Estates-IPotk Terndnatlon Date.

Naar Mr, Spencer: , |

I has been broughl 1o my attentlion thol on March 2, 198), a:lotler wns
sent to you which discussed the Lagal, Honconforming Status ol Rancho
Duininguez Mobillehome Estates.

Thue Park becama Legal, Honconforming undor the Gliy's Zonlng Ordinance
“on Hovamiber 2, 1977, On this date, a 35 year terndnation perlod was yranied
which resulted In a revised explration date ol Hovembur 2, 2002,

The letter of March 2, 1981 erroncously stated that tho Park Is 1o he
tarminated by Huvember 2, 1997, '

Jdhe -;urmcl._lnrmlnnlIml._clnla_(m‘_ltonuhu_llnmlnoun_Mohllnluoum._ﬁllllm
Antaxambar 2. 2012, i

Should you hava any «quastlons obout this moller, ploass conlact ma at
830-7600, extension 314,

Shncerely,

_(;fé':uovx,_ ()Y\(tv.{l’geﬂ,i

Stephan Maadokl
Administrative Prog am Speclallst

SM/ s

NYIE: On March 2, 1981 Rancho Dominpuez Mobile Estates received a

lotter fram the City of Carson stating, ''The Community Development

has received additimal information reparding the lepal, nonconform-

ing status of your nobilelome park...Jegal, noncoforming under the
City's Zoning Ordinance on November 2, 1977. Adding a 35- year ter-
minatien period for mobilehome parks results in a revised expiration
date of November 2, 2012, The City Attomey has further advised that

o extension of rime can be granted for a use variance. Therefore,

the nomeanforming mbilehome park must terminate by Novenber 2, 1997..,."

v RN L LR R B L I TUR A TR R At ERV IR, g e e LR i A0 D e



Agpril 20, 2000

Robert M. and Afice R. Carter, Trustees
Carter Trust

425 E. Gardena Boulevard

Gardena, Califormnia 90248

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Carter:

Subject E@aﬂmdﬂmmhmﬁg"sehﬁﬂegehrk:ﬂnﬂomhgm
Mobi@chome Parik ‘

Thisisbhfwmymﬁmtamdhgbmmmﬂaﬂenmmnﬁmﬁwgusepﬁﬂegeﬁxmeﬂanmo
Dmguammpamsduemmemummzzmzm:mmmmmm
.befmeﬁvehmtpomﬁonofmcnyofcasm,ardpﬁmmwnpﬁonormmnmmgCmc!inancein
1977. When established in 1962 the use was pemmitted in the zone, and thus, is legal. Subsequently,
with the adoption of the Carson Zoning Ordinance on October 3, 1977 (Ordinance # 77-413)
mmmmnompmhmmmmdmmmmmbm
'bgdmnwnbnﬁng'SecﬁmmMofmeCmMmbbdcodegmmsapabdofaSyeammr
amortization of the use from the time the use became legal nonconforming in 1977 (enclosures).

To facilitate the closure of the park in the future #t is extremely important that all tenants (resident and
non-resident owners) be given natice of the termination date for the use, and are led to understand that
unla&eatimeextensionisreqmtedbyﬂmpatkowners(s)andgrantadbymecuy.thepammust
MMWNW,N1ZMMMWMeMM-mm
faﬂsoMnommveshb&mpakmmmrmﬁﬁcaﬁonmgmdthpaﬂrgmm. Itis
ahoexmwymtbasedupmwmmntemmmoahmmsmgm&hd(sTmherge
mobilehome park closure, to retain copies for your files of all such notices, as these will become a
mudalpanofmedowmemaﬁmmbepmvidedinmeappﬁcaﬁonmdosemepam

Questions and concems regarding this matter may be directed to Carson Anderson, Associate Planner
at (310) 952-1761.

We thank you in advance for your cooperation.
Sincerely,

P A TR T X
RELTNGINV IIVIVAR '

Carson Andersan
Associate Planner, Planning Division

bt

CA/ca

cc. Sheri Repp, Planning Manager

CITY OF CARSON U
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CITY OF CARSON

March 17, 2009

Rancho Dominguez Mobile Estates
Attn: Donna Spencer

435 East Gardena Boulevard
Gardena, CA 90248

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF RANCHO DOMINGUEZ MOBILE ESTATES CLOSURE

Dear Ms. Spencer:

Thaok you for forwarding me the notice that was sent to the homeowners at Rgncho Doménguez
Mobile Estates dated March 6, 2009. The City is pleased that you are taking proactive steps to qunn
residents of the ixnminent park closure. Staff has received a few phone calls from residents inquiting
about the closure which shows that your notice has been effective in reaching residents. Although the
relocation of residents from their homes is a sensitive and difficult issue, the notices remind residents
that the park has a limited time to operate and that they should prepare early.

Staff will be sending a separate notice similar to the notice dated April 20, 2000 that you have in your
file. Please review the attached notice and forward any comments back to staff. The notice will be
mailed to residents in Aptril 2009.

As a reminder, to facilitate the closure of the park, please continue to remind existing and new tenants
and owners of the closure. All leasing agreements for prospective tenants should state this fact so that
no one moves into the park without prior notification regarding the pending park closure. It is also
extremely important, based upon our recent experiences in processing the Mack’s Trailer Lodge and
Bel Abbey mobilehome park closures, to retain copies for your files of all such notices, as these wil
become a crucial part of the documentation to be provided in the application to close the park.

.If' you have any questions or concemns, please contact me at (310) 952-1700, ext. 1327, or email
Jjsigho@carson.ca.us.

We thank you in advance for your cooperation.
Sincerely,

s

John F. Signo, AICP
Senior Planner

Attachment:  Proposed Notice to Residents and Owners of Rancho Dominguez Mobile Estates

CITY HALL » 701 E. CARSON STREET * P.O. BOX 6234 » CARSON. CA 90749 « (310) 830.7600
WEBSITE: c¢l.carson.ca.us
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[Date]

[Tenant/ Owner]
[Address]
Gardena, CA 90248

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF RANCHO DOMINGUEZ MOBILEHOME PARK CLOSURE

Dear Six or Madam:

is is to i u that, according to our records, the non-conférming use privilege for the _Rancl:m
E?:l;;gtzel:ﬁr:}%iﬁhome Park 1s d\?e to expire on Novembg_l_j.zaﬁzon. The yse was estabhshed_ mn
1962, before the incorporation of the City of Carson, mﬂ;?bﬁqr to aclioptlom'ﬁ,t?ﬁ the Carson_Zomng
Ordinance in 1977. When established in 1962, the use was permitted in the zonef?-;az,_;_d thu.s, is legfd.
Subsequently, with the adoption of the Carson Zoning Ordinance on October 3, lmi@fdmancc No.

77-413), mobilehome parks were no longer permitted it &panufacﬁ;r’-ing-zoned district"s_’:i"f"’i‘he. use thus
became “legal nonconforming,” Section 9182.22 of the C‘dtgon_Miﬁﬁbipal Code grants alpcnod of 35
years for amortization of the use from the time the use be'came legal nonconforming In 1977 (see

attachment).

To facilitate the closure of the park, it is extreimely ifriportant that all teniants (resident and non-resident
owners) work with the park manager and land.owner-duting any propeity sales or leases so that full
discloser is provided. All leasing agreements fdr_prospecti‘ﬁé'-tepants should state this fact so that no
one moves into the park withoutiprior notification regarding the pending park closure.

Prior to closure, the land owner must submit a relocation impact report (RIR) to the City to help
tenants with relocation costsi The RIR must be reviewed-and approved by the Planning Commission at
a public hearing at which tithe:gll tendiits-will be notified. Unless an extension of the termination date

is approved by the:Planning Coftimission; all terisnts must relocate within six months of approval of
e RIR, 7 o i

If there éi’fcz any q:uestions or'concerns re_ﬁgrding this matter, please contact me at (310) 952-1700, ext.
1327, or email jsigno@carson.ca.us. We thank you in advance for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

John Signo, AICP
Senior Planner

Attachment: Section 9182.22 of CMC

ce: Sheri Repp-Loadsman, Planning Manager
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LAV OFFICES
GILCHRIST & RUTTER
PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION
WILSHIRE PALISADES BUILDING TELEPHONE (310) 3934000
1299 OCEAN AVENUE, SUITE 900 FACSIMILE (310) 394-4700
SANTA MONICA, CALIFORNIA 80401-1 000 E-MAIL: rolose@gilchristrutter.com

July 10, 2012

William W. Wynder
Aleshire & Wynder, LLP
18881 Von Karman Avenue
Suite 1700

Irvine, California 92612

Re: Rancho Dominguez Mobilehome Park’s Operation As A Legal, Nonconforming
Use

Dear Mr. Wynder:

As you know, we represent Carter Spencer Enterprises LLC, dba Rancho Dominguez
Mobile Estates (“Rancho Dominguez”), the owner of a mobilehome park located at 435 East
Gardena Boulevard in Carson, California. We have reviewed the files on the above-referenced
matter and have concluded that the City of Carson (the “City™) cannot compel Rancho
Dominguez to close its mobilehome park (the “Park”) by November 2, 2012 (as stated in the
City’s April 20, 2000 letter) because, among other things, the amortization period provided by
the City is unreasonable.

As you are undoubtedly aware, the courts consider a variety of factors in determining
whether an amortization period is “reasonable,” including: the amount of investment or original
cost, present actual or depreciated value, dates of construction, amortization for tax purposes,
salvage value, remaining useful life, the length and remaining term of the lease under which it is
maintained, and the harm to the public if the structure remains standing beyond the prescribed
amortization period. (See, e.g., Tahoe Reg'l Planning Agency v. King, 233 Cal. App. 3d 1365,
1397 (1991).) These factors dictate that the thirty-five (35) year amortization period provided by
Section 9182.22 of the Carson Municipal Code is unreasonable as applied to the Park in that it
fails to adequately account for, among other things, Rancho Dominguez’s continued investment
in the maintenance of the Park, the present value of the Park, and the remaining useful life of the
Park’s improvements. Moreovet, it is clear that there is no harm to the public if the Park
continues to be used as a mobilehome park (to the contrary — it is harmful to the public to close
the park).

The amortization period also fails to account for the fact that Rancho Dominguez’s return
on its investment has been severely constrained by the strict rent control imposed by the City.
The rent control was enacted by the City after the City established the amortization period.

Furthermore, we note that, should Rancho Dominguez be forced to close its mobilehome
park, the City is responsible for any costs associated therewith, including, but not limited to, the
cost of preparing a relocation impact report and any costs associated with mitigating the adverse
impact of the closure. Specifically, Government Code section 65863.7, subd. (i) provides that:



LAW OFFICES

GILCHRIST & RUTTER

PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION

July 10, 2012
Page 2

This section is applicable when the closure, cessation, or change of use is the
result of a decision by a local governmental entity or planning agency not to
renew a conditional use permit or zoning variance under which the mobilehome
park has operated, or as a result of any other zoning or planning decision, action,
or inaction. In this case, the local governmental agency is the person
proposing the change in use for the purposes of preparing the impact report
required by this section and is required to take steps to mitigate the adverse
impact of the change as may be required in subdivision (e). (Gov’t Code §
65863.7, subd. (i) [emphasis added].)

This language is echoed in the City’s Municipal Code, which states that: “Prior to the
conversion of a mobile home park [including the closure thereof]...the person or entity
(hereinafter “the applicant”) proposing such conversion shall file an application with the City
and obtain approval from the City of a relocation impact report (RIR) in accordance with the
provisions contained in this Section.” (Carson Municipal Code § 9128.21 [emphasis added]).

Here, the City is clearly the entity that is “proposing” the closure of the Park.
Accordingly, pursuant to both Section 65863.7, subd. (i) of the Government Code and Section
9128.21 of the Carson Municipal Code, the City, and not Rancho Dominguez, is required to

prepare any necessary impact reports and to mitigate any adverse impact related to the Park’s
closure.

Given the issues discussed above, the City needs to extend the Park’s legal,
nonconforming use for a period determined by the owner not to exceed twenty (20) years.
Additionally, we note that Park residents will not be compensated by Rancho Dominguez for any
costs related to the closure of the Park as they were duly notified, both by the City’s adoption of
Ordinance No. 77-413 in October of 1977 and by Rancho Dominguez upon the start of their
tenancies, that the City would seek to close the Park by November of 2012 and have had
adequate time to amortize their investment in their units.

Sincerely,

Richard H. Close
Of the Firm

cc: Sheri Repp-Loadsman, City of Carson Planning Officer

314585_3
5110.001
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LAW OFFICES

GILCHRIST & RUTTER

PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION

WILSHIRE PALISADES BUILDING TELEPHONE (310) 393-4000
1299 OCEAN AVENUE, SUITE 900 FACSIMILE (310) 394-4700
SANTA MONICA, CALIFORNIA 90401-1000 E-MAIL: rclose@aglilchristrutter.com

November 15, 2012

William Wynder Sheri Repp Loadsman
Aleshire & Wynder, LLP 701 E. Carson Street
18881 Von Karman Avenue, Suite 1700 P.O. Box 6234

Irvine, CA 92612 Carson, California 90749
Kenneth Freschauf

City of Carson

701 E. Carson Street

Carson, CA 90745

Re: Rancho Dominguez Mobile Home Estates (RDME)

Dear Bill, Sheri, and Ken:
Please find enclosed the following to be discussed on Tuesday:
1. The proposal from Rancho Dominguez;
2. Bel Abbey City of Carson Planning Commission Resolution;
3. The projected cost of closure spreadsheet.

Very truly yours,

Richard H. Close
Of the Firm

RHC:sm/328556_1
5110.001
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November 15, 2012

Richard H. Close, Esq.

Gilchrist & Rutter, Professional Corporation
Wilshire Palisades Building

1299 Ocean Avenue, Suite 900

Santa Monica California 90401-1000

Re:  Rancho Dominguez Mobile Estates (RDME)
Operation as a Legal, Nonconforming Use

Dear Richard,

Based on your discussions regarding our legal, nonconforming use with the City of Carson
Planning Division staff, Sheri Repp-Loadsman and Ken Freschauf, as well as the City Attorney, Bill
Wynder, [ understand that:

1) City wishes to bring the use of the property at 425-435 East Gardena Boulevard into

conformity with the current zoning (ML);

2) City does not want to assume the costs for the closure of RDME;

3) City requests that the owners of RDME voluntarily assume these costs;

4) In order to provide a financial platform for amortizing the cost of closure (because this
is not provided for under the City’s Rent Control Ordinance), rent increases would be
allowed for this purpose, with 50% of the increase allocated toward the estimated cost
of closure (and with the balance of the increase allocated to maintain the park, as
required by the California Civil Code, and to purchase and maintain resident homes in
advance of park closure).

According to current law and regulations by the City and State (in particular CMC 9128.21),
it is my understanding that we would be required to file a relocation impact report (RIR) at the
time when a plan for closure/redevelopment is made. As stipulated in CMC 9128,21(E), the
Planning Commission requires the applicant to provide compensation to homeowners for
extensive financial obligations, which may include (i) the on-site, fair market value of their home
(as well as consideration of mortgage obligation and cost to purchase a mobilehome in a
comparable park), (ii) rent (including 15t and last month'’s rent plus security and cleaning fees, as
well as the difference in rental rates for up to 1 year); (iii) cost of tear-down, moving and setup of
home to a new site, and (iv) other relocation compensation.

435 E Gardena Blvd. Gardena CA 90248 « P (310) 329-0184 » F (310) 329-3289



Rancho Dominguez Mobilehome Park’s Operation As A Legal, Nonconforming Use
Page 2 of 3

As a starting point, [ have made an estimate of the projected closure costs based on factors
that were used for Bel Abbey, a nearby park that was closed in 2008 (see Table 1 below; detailed
information provided on attached spreadsheet). These Bel Abbey costs included compensation
for home value, relocation costs (15t and last months rent), cost of moving personal effects, and
cost of tear-down/setup of home, if possible, at a new location. The estimate of home values was
based on standards used by HCD, using the NADA Manufactured Housing Cost Guide (Sept-Dec
2012); the moving expenses (without packing services) were estimated based on contents for a
standard 2-bedroom apartment; the relocation benefit was projected based on the average
apartment rent of $1.66/sq.ft. (Source: 2012 USC Casden Multifamily Market Report) multiplied
by the square footage of each affected mobilehome and an estimate for mobilehome
transport/setup at a new site within 50 miles (or similar cost for tear-down/transport and
disposal). An estimate of the total cost of closure, adjusted for the current rate of inflation over 10
years, is $1.6M.

Table 1. Projected Closure Costs at RDME

Estimated Costs
Home Value* $512,583
Relocation Benefit (1st+Last Rent)# $233,330
Moving Cost $145,800
Mobilehome Transport/Salvage* $446,100
Total $1,337,813
Total, Inflation Adj.
(2% over 10 years) o, 605,376

*NADA Manufactured Housing Cost Guide, Sept-Dec 2012

#Average rents for Carson/Long Beach Area of $1.66/sq.ft., 2012
USC Casden Multifamily Market Report (Page 21)

*Estimate from RIR for Bel Abbey related to closure in 2008

By incrementally raising the rent on an annual basis (or biannually with steeper
increments) to a level near market rental rates of MH communities in nearby cities (see Table 2),
RDME could file the RIR for closure within a period of no more than 10 years. Over this period,
homeowners would retain the option of:

a) remaining in the park under the modified rental rates until park closure by 2023,

allowing additional time for homeowners to amortize the investment in their homes;

b) selling their mobilehome to the park owner;

c) selling their mobilehome to an outside party, with the condition that the new owner

understands and accepts that their purchase of the home will be considered fully
amortized at the time of park closure by 2023.

435 E Gardena Blvd. Gardena CA 90248 « P (310) 329-0184 « F (310) 329-3289



Rancho Dominguez Mobilehome Park’s Operation As A Legal, Nonconforming Use

Page 3 of 3
Table 2. Rent Adjustment Schedule

Average | NetPercent | Funds for Closure
Year | Rent Increase* Rent Change (50% Allocation)
2012 - $334.01 - -
2013 $46.75 $380.75 14.0% $22,720.50
2014 $47.69 $428.44 12.5% $45,895.41
2015 $48.64 $477.07 11.4% $69,533.82
2016 $49.61 $526.69 10.4% $93,644.99
2017 $50.60 $577.29 9.6% $118,238.39
2018 $51.62 $628.90 8.9% $143,323.66
2019 §52.65 $681.55 8.4% $168,910.64
2020 $53.70 §735.25 7.9% $195,009.35
2021 $54.78 $790.03 7.4% $221,630.04
2022 $55.87 $845.90 7.1% $248,783.14
2023 $56.99 $902.89 6.7% $276,479.30

Total Benefits for Closure | $1,604,169.23

* Rent adjustment for 2013 equivalent to 2.3% average CPl increase from
2007-2012 (period since last rent increase); rent increased an additional
2% annually thereafter.

The proposed rental increase would be $46.75 starting in 2013 (equivalent to 2.3%
average CPl increase from 2007-2012, the period since last rent increase) and would increase by
an additional 2% thereafter on an annual basis (the effective percent change in rent would range
~ from 6.7% to 12.5% through 2023). According to this schedule, the funds available for benefits
projected to be required for homeowner relocation/park closure by the Commission (according to
CMC 9128.21) would be within 99.9% of that target.

If the City is in agreement with this plan, we can bring the RDME mobilehome park to
closure within the proposed timeline and provide park homeowners with reasonable
compensation/relocation benefits as required by law. Please review with the City and advise on
how we can proceed to find resolution to this issue.

Singerely,

Robert H. Spencer
President

Enclosures

435 E Gardena Blvd. Gardena CA 90248 * P (310) 329-0184 = F (310) 329-3289



Relocation

Benefit Transportation/
Space # Bedrooms Baths Year Width Length Expando? Trade Manufacturer On-Site Value (1st + Last Rent) Moving Cost Salvage

1 2 2 1977 20 56 no Celtic Celtic S 6,975.89 |5 3,718.40 | § 1,800.00 | § 6,100.00
2 2 1.5 1963 12 56 8x10 Rollaway S 261159 |8S 2,231.04 | 5 1,800.00 | $ 4,500.00
3 2 2 1975| 20 48 no Canyon Crest Kaufman S 5967.95|$ 3,187.20 | § 1,800.00 | 5 6,100.00
4 2 2 1981| 20 60 no Somerset Golden West $ 11,732.68 | § 3,984.00 | $ 1,800.00 | § 6,100.00
5 1 1 1963| 12 60 no Rollaway S 2,43513|5$ 2,390.40 | § 1,800.00 | S 4,500.00
6 1 1 1963| 12 60 no National S 243513 |5 2,390.40 | $§ 1,800.00 | $ 4,500.00
7 2 2 1980 20 56 no Homette Skyline $ 816579 S 3,718.40 | § 1,800.00 | $ 6,100.00
8 2 2 1972 20 48 no Homette Skyline S 5,683.78 | S 3,187.20 | § 1,800.00 | $ 6,100.00
9 2 2.5 1971 12 45 7.5x38 Biltmore Kaufman S 3,717.09 | $ 1,792.80 | S 1,800.00 | S 4,500.00
10 2 2 1978 20 52 no Homette Skyline S 73274258 3,452.80 | 1,800.00 | S 6,100.00
11 2 1 1976 12 52 no Buddy Skyline S 446235 8§ 2,071.68 | 5 1,800.00 | S 4,500.00
12 2 2 1982 20 52 no Canyon Crest Kaufman S 7,900.26|S 3,452.80 | S 1,800.00 | S 6,100.00
13 2 1 1974 12 60 no Fleetwood Fleetwood S 4,290.17|$ 2,390.40 | § 1,800.00 | S 4,500.00
14 2 2 1989| 20 48 no Golden West Golden West S 15,692.19 | $ 3,187.20 | § 1,800.00 | § 6,100.00
15 1 1 1968 12 37 no Star S 2,441.29 | S 1,474.08 | § 1,800.00 | S 4,500.00
16 2 2 1970 20 54 no Cameron S 6,897.49|8$ 3,585.60 | $ 1,800.00 | $ 6,100.00
17 2 1 1968| 12 56 no Biltmore S 2,665.36 |5 2,231.04 | $ 1,800.00 | § 4,500.00
18 3 2 1988| 20 52 no Yorktown Hallmark S 14,31756 | $ 3,452.80 | $ 1,800.00 | S 6,100.00
19 2 1 1963| 12 56 yes Parklane S 2,848.23 (S 2,231.04 | § 1,800.00 | $ 4,500.00
20 2 2 1971] 20 a4 no Silvercrest Silvercrest S 8,63270|$ 2,921.60 | § 1,800.00 | $ 6,100.00
21 2 2 1978 20 48 no Homette Skyline S 7,014.02]|8 3,187.20 | $§ 1,800.00 | $ 6,100.00
22 1 1 1976 12 52 no Cameron Skyline S 3,64130]|S 2,071.68 | § 1,800.00 | § 4,500.00
23 2 2 1981 20 54 no Canyon Crest Kaufman $ 8,03681|5 3,585.60 | § 1,800.00 | $ 6,100.00
24 1 1 1976| 12 56 no Skyline S 4,666.89 | S 2,231.04 | S 1,800.00 | § 4,500.00
25 2 2 1976| 20 48 no Meteor S 6,197.48 (S 3,187.20 | $ 1,800.00 | $ 6,100.00
26 2 1 1976| 14 60 no | |Corinthian Moduline S 4,762.81 | S 2,788.80 | § 1,800.00 | § 4,500.00
27 2 2 1965| 20 50 no National National $ 4,690.88|S 3,320.00 | $§ 1,800.00 | § 6,100.00
28 2 2 1977 20 48 no Prestige Fuqua $ 8,506.84 |5 3,187.20 | 1,800.00 | $ 6,100.00
29 2 1 1977| 20 44 no Jefferson S 6,15438]|S 2,921.60 | $ 1,800.00 | S 6,100.00
30 2 2 1971 20 44 no Great Lakes S 7,28997|S 2,921.60 | S 1,800.00 | § 6,100.00
31 2 1 1968| 12 56 no Champion Champion S 1,723.99 | $ 2,231.04 | $ 1,800.00 | § 4,500.00
32 3 2 1972 20 56 no Imperial Redman $ 602223 (5 3,718.40 | $ 1,800.00 | § 6,100.00
33 2 2 1974 12 56 no Manatee Champion S 4,115.76 | 2,231.04 | § 1,800.00 | S 4,500.00
34 2 1 1963| 20 60 yes Newmoaon Redman $ 358743|S§ 3,984.00 | $ 1,800.00 | S 6,100.00
35 2 1 1962 12 60 no Rollaway Rolloway S 237105 ]S 2,390.40 | $ 1,800.00 | S 4,500.00
36 2 2 1973 20 48 no Freedom Skyline S 804452 |S 3,187.20 | § 1,800.00 | $ 6,100.00
37 2 2 1972| 20 40 no Freedom Skyline S 5580.18 | $ 2,656.00 | § 1,800.00 | $ 6,100.00
38 2 2 1976 20 44 no Celtic Celtic S 4,160.74 | 2,921.60 | § 1,800.00 | S 6,100.00
39 3 2 1965 20 52 no Broadmore S 9,980.10 | § 3,452.80 | $ 1,800.00 | S 6,100.00
40 1 1 1972 12 54 no Glenbrook Fleetwood $ 3,32517|$ 2,151.36 | $ 1,800.00 | $ 4,500.00
41 2 1.5 1999| 14 48 no Meadow Creek |Champion S 13,913.21|§ 2,231.04 | § 1,800.00 | $ 4,500.00
42 2 1 1964| 12 50 yes Lakeview S 2,800.92|5$ 1,992.00 | $ 1,800.00 | $ 4,500.00
43 2 1 1969| 14 48 7.5x20.5 |Buddy Skyline S 500696 |S 2,231.04 | § 1,800.00 | $ 4,500.00
a4 2 2 2000| 20 40 no Cavco Cavco $ 15,198.28 | § 2,656.00 | § 1,800.00 | S 6,100.00




Relocation

Benefit Transportation/
Space # Bedrooms Baths Year Width Length Expando? Trade Manufacturer On-Site Value (1st + Last Rent) Moving Cost Salvage
45 3 2 1972 20 52 no Viceroy Viceroy S 562594 |5 3,452.80 | $ 1,800.00 | § 6,100.00
46 2 1 1965 20 52 7.5%28 Universal Universal S 7,393.27|5§ 3,452.80 | S 1,800.00 | $ 6,100.00
47 2 1 1963| 20 52 no Universal Universal $ 5944.09 | S 3,452.80 | § 1,800.00 | § 6,100.00
48 2 2 1978| 20 55 no Hillcrest Skyline S 9092415 3,652.00 | § 1,800.00 | S 6,100.00
49 2 1 1981 20 44 no Kaufman/Broad S 7,03358(S 2,921.60 | S 1,800.00 | $ 6,100.00
50 2 1 1963| 12 46 no Universal Universal $ 3,183.27 |5 1,832.64 | S 1,800.00 | § 4,500.00
51 2 2 1972 12 52 no Biltmore Biltmore S 3,864.28|$ 2,071.68 | § 1,800.00 | § 4,500.00
52 2 1 1967 12 43 no Fleetwood Fleetwood $ 3,016.82 (S 1,713.12 | $ 1,800.00 | § 4,500.00
53 2 1 1971 20 57 no Star Star $ 584438 |5 3,784.80 | S 1,800.00 | S 6,100.00
54 2 2 1971| 20 50 no Silvercrest Silvercrest $ 944532 (S 3,320.00 | § 1,800.00 | § 6,100.00
55 2 1 1972 20 40 no Cameron Skyline S 455527 (S 2,656.00 | § 1,800.00 | § 6,100.00
56 2 2 1982 20 48 no Homette Skyline S 7981475 3,187.20 | 5 1,800.00 | $ 6,100.00
57 2 1 1977| 20 48 no ! [Meteor Bendix S 6,427.02|$ 3,187.20 | 1,800.00 | S 6,100.00
58 2 1 1969 12 52 no Fleetwood Fleetwood S 3,04937 |5 2,071.68 | 1,800.00 | S 4,500.00
59 2 2 1971 20 48 no Viceroy Viceroy $ 5279.34|S 3,187.20 | S 1,800.00 | § 6,100.00
60 2 2 1989 20 55 no Yorktown Hallmark $ 15,456.79 | S 3,652.00 | § 1,800.00 | § 6,100.00
61 2 2 1965| 20 52 no Universal Universal S 6,256.93 | S 3,452.80 | S 1,800.00 | $ 6,100.00
62 2 2 1964 20 48 no Puritan Puritan S 3,08844 (S 3,187.20 | § 1,800.00 | S 6,100.00
63 2 1 1979| 20 50 no Baywood Kaufman S 7,03632|S 3,320.00 | § 1,800.00 | $ 6,100.00
64 2 2 1986 20 48 no Yorktown Hallmark $ 12,869.13 | 3,187.20 | S 1,800.00 | S 6,100.00
65 2 2 1974 20 48 no Buddy Skyline S 5,738411|5§ 3,187.20 | S 1,800.00 | § 6,100.00
66 2 2 1968| 12 60 7.5x30 |Fleetwood Fleetwood S 4,036.46 | S 2,390.40 | $ 1,800.00 | S 4,500.00
67 2 2 1972] 20 48 no Buddy Skyline S 5,394.11)|§ 3,187.20 | § 1,800.00 | $ 6,100.00
68 2 2 1971 12 60 no Somerset Golden West S 7,04240|5 2,390.40 | § 1,800.00 | S 4,500.00
69 2 2 1971| 20 52 no Silvercrest Silvercrest $ 9,712.09 | S 3,452.80 | § 1,800.00 | § 6,100.00
70 2 1 1971 12 60 no SWMAN Silvercrest $ 6202215 2,390.40 | § 1,800.00 | $ 4,500.00
71 2 1 1964| 12 50 no Skyline Skyline S 3,184.83|$ 1,992.00 | S 1,800.00 | S 4,500.00
72 2 1 1972 20 48 no Skyline Skyline $ 6,262.61 (S 3,187.20 | $ 1,800.00 | S 6,100.00
73 2 1 1965 12 58 no Universal S 6304445 2,310.72 | $ 1,800.00 | S 4,500.00
74 2 1 1971 20 48 no Homette Skyline S 5562.84|$ 3,187.20 | 1,800.00 | § 6,100.00
75 2 1 1971 12 56 7x11 Fleetwood Fleetwood S 4,085.75|S 2,231.04 | $ 1,800.00 | S 4,500.00
76 2 1 1972 12 50 no Granville Wick $ 3,021.93 (S 1,992.00 | § 1,800.00 | $ 4,500.00
77 2 1 1975 20 56 no Freedom Skyline $ 966634 |5 3,718.40 | $ 1,800.00 | S 6,100.00
78 2 2 1977| 20 48 no Winston Manor |Winston Manor S 6,427.02|8$ 3,187.20 | § 1,800.00 | $ 6,100.00
79 2 2 1986 20 48 no Yorktown Hallmark S 12,637.13 | $ 3,187.20 | S 1,800.00 | $ 6,100.00
80 3 2 1978 20 52 no Lancer Lancer $ 6,942.65|S 3,452.80 | S 1,800.00 | $ 6,100.00
81 2 1 1976 20 40 no Arbor . Celtic S 3,926.73 (S 2,656.00 | § 1,800.00 | $ 6,100.00
$ 512,583 | $ 233,330 | $ 145,800 | $ 446,100 |
Total Inflation Adj
Total (2% for 10 yrs)
S 1,337,813 | § 1,605,376




CITY OF CARSON
PLANNING COMMISSION
RESOLUTION NO. |

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
CARSON APPROVING RELOCATION IMPACT REPORT NO. 3036-07 FOR
THE CLOSURE OF BEL ABBEY MOBILEHOME PARK PURSUANT TO
CONDITIONS PROVIDING RELOCATION ASSISTANCE TO DISPLACED
RESIDENTS

THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF CARSON HEREBY
FINDS, RESOLVES AND ORDERS AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. An appﬁcation was duly filed by the applicant, Sandy Shadrow,-

with respect to real property located at 200 E. Gardena Boulevard and described in
Exhibit "A" attached hereto, requesting the approval of Relocation Impact Report (RIR)
No. 3036-07 application to close Bel Abbey Mobilehome Park. The applicant
contemplates developing the property for industrial development purposes.

A public hearing was duly held on November 25, 2008-at 6:30 P.M. at City Hall, Council
Chambers,701 East Carson Street, Carson, California. A notice of time, place and
purpose of the aforesaid meeting was duly given.

Section 2. © Evidence, both written and oral, was duly presented to and
considered by the Planning Commission at the aforesaid meetings.

Section 3. The Planning Commission finds that:

a) Bel Abbey Mobilehome Park was established in approximately 1950, prior
to the incorporation of the City of Carson. The park contains fifty (50)
spaces with forty-nine (49) of those spaces being currently occupied. The
mobilehome units in the park range between 480 fo 1,800 square feet in
size. The park has a small swimming pool with no other amenities. The
property is paved. Limited guest and resident parking results in the fire
lane being utilized for parking. The overall condition of the park is fair
considering the age of the infrastructure and structures. The monthly rate
charged for each space at the time of the preparation of the Relocation
Impact Report (August 20, 2008)- was between $230 and $300. There

- have been no rent increases since the current owner purchased' the
property in 2003.

b) The subject property is located within the Carson General Plan Light
Industrial land use designation, is currently zoned ML (Manufacturing,
Light), and is 3.2 acres in size. The property is located within
Redevelopment Project Area No. 1.

c) On April 28, 1987, the Carson Planning Commission determined that “the
termination day of August 30, 1987, had resulted in insufficient time for
each mobilehome tenant to realize a reasonable rate of return on their
fixed investment and allowed more time to complete the RIR as required
by CMC Section 9128.21. Additionally, the Planning Commission

. granted one final 20 year extension of the Park’s legal nonconforming

status to allow the residents to realize a reasonable rate of return on their
investmegts. -

EXHIBIT 8
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d)

g)

h)

i),

k)

On April 8, 2003, the Planning Commission met and indicated intent to
allow the mobilehome park to operate until August of 2017. The Planning
Commission continued the matter on the May 27, 2003 meeting to allow
consideration of a Resolution to confirm an approval to extend the legal,
nonconforming status. :

On May 27, 2003, the Planning Commission discussed the difficulties in

- extending the park’s termination date and approved to continue the matter

indefinitely, allowing all parties to conduct further negotiations. As a
result, the Planning Commission did not approve the extension to August

30, 2017 and the park was still required to close by August 2007. Further,

the city never gave “official notice” to the residents that the park’s closure
date of August 2007 had changed. -

Orn June 17, 2003, the mobilehome park property owners: Mr. James R.
Peters and Mrs. Joan T. Peters provided a written notice to the city
requesting that the city immediately stop all further action on this issue
and allow the park to remain open until August 30, 2007.

On October 11, 2004, the City Council adopted the General Plan Update.
The public hearing process for the General Plan Update included specific
discussion and analysis of various study areas to determine if the land use
designation was appropriate or should be changed to reflect city goals and
objectives. = Both the Bel Abbey Mobilehome Park located at 200 E.
Gardena Boulevard and another mobilehome park located at 425 E.
Gardena Boulevard were evaluated from the perspective of a residential
use located in the industrial land use designation. Both the Planning
Commission and City Council determined that the land use designation
should remain industrial and that the mobilehome park uses should be
amortized pursuant to the CMC.

On September 4, 2007, the city sent notice to the park owner re-affirming
that the extension for the legal non-conforming mobilehome park use had
expired on August 30, 2007. Further, the notice identified that the owner

“had to file an application with the city and obtain approval of a “relocation

impact report” pursuant to CMC Section 9128.21. -

On August 20, 2008, the park owner Sandy Shadrow submitted the
Relocation Impact Report for the proposed closure of the Bel Abbey
Mobilehome Park. =

In preparation for the November 25, 2008 Public Hearing, and in
accordance with applicable City and State regulations, staff provided
notification to all park tenants, legal owners (if other than the tenant), the
applicant, and the City Attorney, as appropriate, including copies of the
public hearing notice, RIR, field appraisal documentation and moving
estimates. The transmittals were made by registered mail, personal
delivery or first class mail in accordance with the requirements outlined in
Section 9128.21 of the Municipal Code. Notifications of the public
hearing were transmitted a mimimum of thirty (30) days prior to the
November 25, 2008 Public Hearing. Notification was also sent via a
courtesy advisory letter dated November 12, 2008 provided in both
English and Spanish, and delivered regular mail. .

On October 22, 2008, the public hearing notice was posted throughout the
city in locations designated for such postings, including the public county
library and city parks. -
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The project involves no potential for any adverse effect, either individually or
cumulatively, on wildlife resources and therefore a De Minimis Impact Finding is made
relative to AB 3158, Chapter 1706, Statutes of 1990. o

Section 4. The Planning Commission further finds that the closure of Bel
Abbey Mobilehome Park use permitted by the approval of RIR No. 3036-07 will not
have a significant effect on the environment as indicated in the Initial Study and Negative

Declaration prepared for this project. The cessation of the mobilehome use will not alier-

the industrial character of the surrounding area and meets or exceeds all City standards
for protection of the environment, with the relocation benefits adopted as part of this
resolution to mitigate the economic impact to the residents resulting from the park
closure.

On October 22, 2008, the Public Notice-Negative Declaration was posted in five
.(5) public locations throughout the city designated for such postings and filed with the
County of Los Angeles Registrar-Recorder Office.

Section 5. Based on the evidence, both written and oral, received at the Public
Hearing, the Planning Commission hereby further finds that:

a) The fair market value of mobilehomes in place is dependent on several
factors, including the location, condition and amenities of the park. In this
instance, the park is located in the ML (Manufacturing, Light) zone, and is
bordered on all sides by uses typical of the manufacturing zone, including
warehouse uses. The industrial character of the surrounding neighborhood,
along with the size, age, quality, amenities and condition of the
mobilehome unit, are-also factors in determining the fair market value of
the unit.

b) Section 9128.21 of the Carson Municipal Code requires appraisals of the
mobilehomes in the park as part of the contents of a RIR application. This
appraisal information was utilized by the Planning Commission to
establish the values of the mobilehome units and determine adequate
benefits to mitigate the adverse impacts of the park closure on its tenants.

c) The purpose of the RIR Ordinance is to protect resident owners with
considerable investments in their homes (which include the costs of
improvements, maintenance and financing) and to assist them in obtaining
replacement housing when the park closes. The RIR Ordinance is also
.intended to allow the park owner to change the use of the property without
incurring unreasonable burdens.

d) The purpose of the City’s Rent Control Ordinance is to protect
mobilehome tenants from excessive rents. The Ordidance is also intended
to permit the park owner to receive a fair profit from the operation of their
mobilehome park. Concerns have been raised at RIR hearings in the past
that the City’s Mobilehome Park Space Rent Control Ordinance may have
a tendency to increase the fair market value (based upon comparable sales)
of mobilehome units placed in a park located in the City. No such
evidence has been provided at the previous RIR hearings to document the
existence, or amount of any such effect, and no such evidence was
submitted in connection with this application. The applicant has not
applied for a rent increase since purchasing the property in 2003.

e) 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



g)

Sectio

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.

The applicant provided an appraisal for the consideration of the Planning
Commission at the November 25, 2008 meeting. The appraisal was
prepared by Desmond, Marcello & Aamster during July of 2007 utilizing

the Depreciated Replacement Cost appraisal: method.: The appraisal was: -

considered to establish the values-en which the recommended beneﬁts
were based.

The size of each mobilebome, the date of manufacture and appraised on-
site and off-site value for the mobilehome umits are presented in the RIR
report. However, the on-site value is illusory because the Park owner is
required by law to close the Park. As a result the law would preclude
anyone from selling their mobilehome in the Park, making the “on-site
value” both misleading and legally unobtainable. The perceived loss in
value caused by the termination of the mobilehome park use and resulting
park closure caused the city in 1987 to extend the CUP’s termination date
for 20 years so that the mobilehome owners would be able to amortize
their investments. Any mobilehome owner that has sold their unit since
1987 should have properly advised the prospective buyer of the
mobilehome that the park was closing. As such, any resell of units should
have been at discounted rates since the new residents could not expect o
bave unlimited residency.

n 6. Based on evidence, both written and oral, received at the public

hearing, the P1

a)

anning Commission further finds that:

In preparation of the RIR document, the applicant, with assistance from
Overland, Pacific & Cutler, Inc. Relocation Consultants conducted a
survey of vacant mobilehome spaces in Los Angeles and Orange County
(or 50 mile radius from the Park) identified 42 available spaces in family
parks (and an additional 43 spaces in senior parks) that may potentially
accept mobilehomes from the Park. Green Systems indicated that
mobilehome manufactured prior to 1980 will not likely be accepted &t any

of the Southern California mobilehome parks. Based on that criterion only

five mobilehomes are anticipated to be moved to another park. Overland,

Pacific & Cutler advised that, based on their relocation experience, any -

mobilehome older than 10 years will not be able to find a park to move
into. :



b)

d)

g

The applicant contacted professional moving companies to determine the
potential moving expenses related to relocatmg the mobilehomes at Bel
Abbey Mobilehome Park. The two companies submitting estimates
include Green Systems and Whitt Consttuction. Both firms have
substantial experience in moving mobilehomes. The moving estimates
ranged from $4,500 for a standard-single wide and $6,100 for a standard-
double. The estimated costs include the units tear down, set up and
transport fee within a 50 mile radius. The amounts recommended were
based upon previous mobilehome closure moving-related benefits from

‘the most recent available mobilehome park closures. -

The applicant’s August, 2008 survey of rental apartment housing found
219 units available in Gardena, Hawthorne, Inglewood, Lawndale,
Westchester, Lomita and Long Beach area. Unit size ranged from smgles
to three bedroom/two bath. The monthly rents ranged from $695 for the
least expensive one-bedroom unit, to $950 for the least expensive two-
bedroom unit, to $1,295 for the least expensive three bedroom unit. The
most expensive unit identified in the survey was a three-bedroom unit
offered for $2,800.

The applicant’s August, 2008 survey of 584 mobilehome units available
for sale in the Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside and San Bernardino
counties. The prices ranging from $7, 000 to $100,000.

" Current monthly rate charged for each space is between $230 and $300,

with the last approved rent increase having occurred in Fall 1991.
Displaced tenants will incur higher rents for replacement mobllehome
space, apartment rentals or other housing.

The units at Bel Abbey Mobilehome have been appraised .by Desmond,

- Marcello & Amster and are valid as of July 23, 2007. Appraisals at

“Depreciated Replacement Values” range from $2,650 to $11,500 (Fair
Market Value/Off-Site).

Neither the Rent Control Ordinance nor the RIR Ordinance is intended to

‘protect increases in market value (when the unit i$ in place within a park)

which are in excess of the amount required to obtain replacement housing,
greater than the investment made by the tenants, or greater than the
remaining’ mortgage obligations, if those obligations exceed the -actual
investments, ' If the mobilehome owner is unable to relocate the
mobilehome to a comparable park and does not receive the value of the

mortgage obligation, the tenant will lose the value of the investment while

still having a portion of the remaining mortgage to pay to the lien holders.

" If the mobilehome owner purchased after 1987, there was significant

knowledge of the intended park closure. As such any investment made
by the tenant should have been proportional to the anticipated time to
continue residency in the mobilehome park. All mobllehome OWners are
assumed to have amortized their investments.

Sectlon 7. Based on the aforementioned findings, the Commission bereby
finds that the relocation assistance proposed in the applicant’s RIR is adequate.
Therefore, the Planning Commission approves Relocation Impact Report No. 3036-07
pertalmng to the closure of Bel Abbey Mobilehome Park, with respect to the property
described in Section 1 hereof, subject to the conditions set forth as follows:

2)

Moving Estimates: If the mobilehome unit can be moved the owner will
pay the cost to move a mobilehome owner’s trailer/mobilehome, personal



property, legally constructed rooms, awnings, steps, skirting and other
items and all costs associated with the connection of the
trailer/mobilehome to utilities and if the relocation takes one or more days,

pay the cost of lodging the owner in a local motel until the relocation of
his or her unit is complete.

b) Estimates for the Moving of Personal Effects: While the Park owner has
no obligation under law to mitigate relocation costs for tenant-occupied
households, the owner will provide each tenant household a maximum of
$1,500 for the moving of their personal belongings. An extra $1,000 will
be prowdcd to those household that contain one or more elderly (62 years
of age or older) and /or disabled.

c) For mobilehomes that cannot be moved, all mobilehome owner/occupants
who have resided in their mobilehome in the Park continually since prior
" to the date the RIR was filed with the City, shall be provided
compensation equal to the appraised off-site value and a lump sum of
$1,800 for a one bedroom mobilehome, $2,200 for a two bedroom
mobilehome and $2,600 for a three bedroom mobilechome as rental
_assistance in the form of first and last month’s rent for subsequent
housing.  Additionally, each mobilehome owner/occupant will be
compensated for moving -their personal belongings with a maximum
benefit of $1,500. An extra $1,000 will be provided to those households
that are elderly (62 years of age or older) and/or disabled.

d) Resident Owner Relocation Benefits plus Off-Site Value: The following
lists the relocation benefits plus payment of appraised off-site value
proposed to be paid by the Park owner for the mobilehome
owner/occupants at the Bel Abbey Mobilehome Park. These benefits are
based upon not being able to move the units based on their structural old
moving age which precludes their relocation to other mobilehome parks in
Southemn Califomia or surrounding counties. The Park owner proposes
the following financial payment of “Last Resort”:

Bel Abbey Mobile Home Park -
Owner / Tenant Benefits/Last Resort

Tenant/ Appraised ' )
Vacant/ Value " Relocation Benefits " Total Payment
Elderly/ (Ofi-Site Yaiue) (Moving & Relocation) Value & Relo.
, . *Varies based on size of unit & -
Unit No. Disabled (rounded) disabled/elderly) Total Value & Relo.
1 $5,700 5 oW $4,100 $9,800
2 57,850 $3,700 $11,550
33 $4,600 - $3,700 ;& $8,300
4 $5,6800 $3,700 $9,300
5 $5,350 $3,700 $9,050
) $5,750 $4,100 $9,850
7 $8,000 $4,100 $12,100
8 $9,100 . ~ $3,300 ' $12,400
9 . $4,400 e $3,700 ' $8,100
40  Tenant . -+ §3750. - - $1500 . - e $1500
417 Tenant L $5,800 . R, $14,500 $1,500

12 $6,900 $4,100 $11,000
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$9,100
$8,600
_ $10450
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e '$7,600
 Elderly $13,400

$11 500 $15 200

$3,000 $3,700 $6,700

_ $8,400 $3,700 $12,100
Teriant $5600 . o $4500 $1,500.,
$4,650 $3,700 $8,350

$7,500 $3,700 $11,200

$3,950 | $3,700 87,650

$8,300

$10,650
$9,800

$6,550 $4,100
$5,700 ' $4,100

$2,200 $4,100 $6,300
'$4;250 . $4,100 . $8,350
$8.,250 $4,100 $12,350

" $5,200 - : $4,100 -. $9,300
$2,650 $3,700 $6,350
$5,250 _ $3,300 $8.550
$7,700

$4,000 $3,700

e) Bonus Relocation Benefit: In addition to the above proposed payment, the
Park owner will agree to a bonus relocation benefit if the mobilehome
owner/occupants are able to relocate within 90 days of the approval and adoption
by the Planning Commission of the RIR resolution. This bonus relocation benefit
would be negotiated on a case by case basis depending on the special
needs/requirements of each mobilehome owner/occupant.

f) Relocation Specialist Services: Overland, Pacific and Cutler, Inc. or
another relocation specialist designee of the applicant’s approved by the Planning
Division, shall assist the tenants at Bel Abbey Mobilehome Park in finding
appropriate housing. The relocation specialist must make the relocation services



available to all tenants-during sufficient hours to adequately serve the need of
those being displaced from the park continuing up to the time the park is closed,
whether at the conclusion of the six-month closure period, or longer (if the time
period is extended with the City’s approval). The services of the relocation
specialist shall be paid for by the applicant. :

The duties of the relocation specialist shall include, but not be limited to, the
following: :

1. Development of a program to conduct meetings with individual
tenants to completely review the relocation benefits adopted by the
City and determine the tenant’s specific needs.

2. Survey mobilehome parks located in this region within a fifty (50)-
mile radius of Bel Abbey Mobilehome Park to determine the current
-availability of new and used mobilehomes which may be for rent or
purchase in comparable parks.

3. Survey the aforementioned areas to determine the availability of
comparable apartments and condominiums (similar to the tenant’s
current unit in terms of the number of rooms) for rent or purchase, if
sufficient mobilehome spaces are not available in comparable parks.

4. Provide referral services to federally assisted housing or wherever
referrals to social service agencies are needed.

5. Maintain individual files on each mobilehome space in the park to
document the progress of the relocation process, including benefit
payment receipts, written offers of comparable mobilehome spaces,
and other related information.

6. Administer the payment of relocation benefits to ensure the efficient
and orderly disbursement of payments to residents. Provide
documentation of the same to the City as required.

[n Verify whether any of the tenants qualify for additional benefits based
upon age (62 years of age or older) or disability. In the event there are
such qualifying households, ensure that they are informed about the
availability of these additional benefits. ‘

g) Comparable Space Provision: It is the applicant’s responsibility,.and that
of the applicant’s representatives, to make every reasonable effort to relocate the
residents of each space in the park during the six (6) month park closure period to
comparable space within a fifty (50)-mile radius. The alternate park must meet the
following criteria: - :

1. ~Provide a épace - adequate to relocate the resident’s existing
mobilehome and all movable appurtenances.

2. The management of the alternate park must be willing to accept the
resident’s home as acceptable for relocation in regard to the age, style
and physical condition of the unit.

3. The amenities of the alternate park must be equal or greater than Bel
Abbey Mobilehome Park; however, the amenities should not be so
extensive that the new rents are unreasonably higher because of added
on-site facilities in the new park.
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4, Although location in a rent-controlled community is not a requirement,
the rents should be reasonable, and in reasonable conformity with rents
for similar parks in the general area. :

5. Regulations governing resident age and lifestyle issues, such as
permission to keep pets on premises, should not restrict the displaced
household from enjoying a similar lifestyle at the new park.

6. The parking facilities at the alternate park must be adequate to
accommodate the resident’s existing vehicles. .

fa The alternate park should provide reasonable proximity to comparable
shopping and medical facilities for the convenience of the relocated
residents.

8. Any disputes about-the adequacy or the comparability of the alternate
. park, including the type of services available in the community in
which the alternate park is located, shall be submitted to the Planning

- Division for resolution.

It is noted that mobilehomes generally have no practical use when they cannot be
placed in mobilehome park. This is because their main value is derived from their
use as residences in a permanent location.

The relocation specialist shall allow the resident a minimum of five (5) days to
visit the alternate comparable park and make a decision regarding whether to
accept the new location. It is the responsibility of the relocation specialist to

document in writing all offers for comparable spaces. If it is determined that due .

to the age or physical condition of the mobilehome/trailer coach/travel trailer unit

it cannot be relocated, the tenant (owner of unit) shall be eligible for Last Resort -

Benefits. If the tenant (owner of unit) refuses to accept a valid, documented offer
to relocate a movable unit to a comparable park within six-(6) month park closure
period, the eligible tenant (owner of unit) shall forfeit all rights to claims for Last
Resort Benefits. In this case, the tenant is eligible only for the appropriate lump
sum (moving expenses) payment, and additional Dislocation Benefit payments for
the elderly or disabled, if applicable. o

h) Conclusion:

In order to procéed with the park closure, the applicant shall agree to all

conditions as outlined in the adopted Planning Commission Resolution. In this .

case, the applicant shall complete the execution, recordation and filing of the
Affidavit of ‘Acceptance documentation with the Office of the Los Angeles
County Recorder and with the Planning Division within thirty (30) days of that
date that the Resolution becomes final (as noted above). If the affidavit of
Acceptance is not filed within the thirty (30) days specified, the approval of this
Resolution shall lapse.

Prior to the issuance of the Notice of Termination by the applicant, the park
tenants eligible for relocation benefits (as specified in the adopted Planning
Commission Resolution) may submit written requests to the applicant to the
applicant and/or the relocation specialist to receive appropriate relocation
benefits. Upon receipt of the written request, the applicant or relocation specialist

shall be required to disburse the requested payments to the tenant within three (3) '

business days of the time they vacate the park. These relocation benefits may be
disbursed prior to the actual vacation of the park provided that the displaced
tenant provides assurances to the safisfaction of the Planning Division that



adequate arrangements have been made to vacate the park and that advance
funding is needed to pay the relocation expenses. '

Within three (3) business days of the date that the applicant transmits the
Notice of Termination to the park tenants, the applicant shall deposit funds
into an interest bearing account to cover the initial relocation-related benefit
payments. This account shall be established per the directions of the
Economic Development Department, City of Carson. -

If relocation payments to the tenants are delayed, the applicant shall pay each
household an additional relocation benefit of $75 per diem for each calendar
day in excess of the initial three (3) business day’s payment period. This
additional relocation benefit is provided for lodging and any other expenses
which may occur as a result of the delay in disbursement of the relocation
benefits during the actual move of the displaced tenant to a new location. If
the delay prevents relocation to a space in a comparable mobilehome park, the
tenant (owner of unit) shall be entitled to Last Resort Benefits. '

The Planning Commission finds that the above described measures for mitigating the
adverse impacts of the park closure on the displaced tenants are reasonable and do not
exceed the reasonable costs of relocation.

The subject mobilehome park shall not be closed until all tenants (resident and non-
resident) have received the relocation assistance set forth above. No tenant may be
required to move prior to the end of the six (6)-month closure period, which
commences after .each tenant is given the Notice of Termination, as required by
Section 798.56 and 798.57 of the California Civil Code. Said notice shall not be given
prior to the date the adopted Planning Commission Resolution becomes final. This
Resolution shall be final at the termination of the fifteen (15) day appeal period, if an
appeal had not been filed within that period. :

Section 8. The Secretary shall certify to the adoption of the Resolution and
shall transmit copies of the same to the applicant.

Section 9. This action shall become final and effective fifteen days after the
adoption of this Resolution unless within such-time an appeal is filed with the City
Clerk in accordance with the provisions of the Carson Municipal Code. '

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED THIS 25™ DAY OF NOVEMBER, 2008,

CHAIRMAN

ATTEST:

SECRETARY
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LAW OFFICES

GILCHRIST & RUTTER

PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION

WILSHIRE PALISADES BUILDING TELEPHONE (310) 393-4000
1299 OCEAN AVENUE, SUITE 900 FACSIMILE (310) 394-4700
SANTA MONICA, CALIFORNIA 90401-1000 E-MAIL: reloso@gilchristruttar.com
March 7, 2013

William W. Wynder, Esq.
Aleshire & Wynder, LLP

18881 Von Karman, Suite 1700
Irvine, CA 92612

Re: Rancho Dominguez Mobile Home Park
Dear Bill:

Since our last meeting I have worked with Robert Spencer the managing partner for
Rancho Dominguez Mobile Home Park. Our purpose was to develop a closure program utilizing

the concepts we discussed at our last meeting.

Enclosed is a letter and enclosures from Robert Spencer outlining a new plan for the
closure.

The enclosed plan outlines the costs of closure and relocation and the rental program
commensurate therewith.

I suggest that we meet to discuss the proposal. Does Tuesday, March 19, 2013 at Carson

City Hall work for you?
Very truly yours,
GILC & RUTTER
Profession Corporation
* Richard H. Close
Of the Firm
Enclosures
338053_1

1234.001

cc:  Sheri Repp-Loadsman, City of Carson, Planning Officer (w/encl.)



LAV OFFICES

GILCHRIST & RUTTER

PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION

WILSHIRE PALISADES BUILDING TELEPHONE (310) 393-4000
1299 OCEAN AVENUE, SUITE 900 FACSIMILE (310) 394-4700
SANTA MONICA, CALIFORNIA 90401-1000 E-MAIL: relose@ailchristrutter.com
June 27, 2013

ViA E-MAIL AND U.S. MAIL

Sheri Repp-Loadsman

City of Carson, Planning Department
701 E. Carson Street

P.O. Box 6234

Carson, California 90749

Re:  Rancho Dominguez Mobile Home Park

Dear Sheri:

We have given thought to the City's proposed percentage based formulas for the closure
of Rancho Dominguez Mobile Home Park.

After much consideration, our client developed a new method to achieve a compromise
with the City, keeping rent increases within the scope of historical average increases in the Park
(as reported by Ken Freschauf), and creating a "closure fund" for direct costs related to
homeowner compensation, relocation assistance and mobilehome hazardous materials mitigation
and disposal of home pursuant to state and federal laws.

The proposal is enclosed, which, under a ten-year plan includes the following key points:

1. Annual rent increases will be fixed at the historic average rate of 6.2%, consistent
with previous increases granted by the Carson Mobilehome Rent Review Board;

5 A closure fund will be created through a supplemental charge of $154/month for
each space. 100% of this amount would be put in trust for this purpose;

3. RDME would put the same amount for each park-owned home into the closure
fund, the same as the other homeowners;

4. All funds from the supplemental charge would be applied to closure no later than
2023;

5. The settlement would require a stipulation that RDME may close the park at any
time upon six months notice to the homeowners. Any remaining resident-owned
homes would then receive compensation according to the settlement and the
property would be redeveloped according to the current zoning.

343407 2
5110.001



Sheri Repp-Loadsman
June 27, 2013
Page 2

The calculations previously provided to you anticipated a closing within ten years. The
City had indicated they would prefer a closing in three to five years. Our client ran figures for
the revised plan based on a five year period, a seven year period, and a ten year period. You will
see on the enclosed chart that based on closing in five years, the rents increases are quite high.
The seven year formula is somewhat more manageable. However, the steeper increases in the
five or seven year plans would be a significant hardship for the homeowners.

Clearly the ten year plan remains the most affordable for the residents, while achieving
the overall goal of building a fund for homeowner compensation/relocation. Therefore, we
continue to recommend closure in ten years.

The City needs to recognize that our client may be facing significant liability in assuming
responsibility for the closure. Once the closure date is settled and put in motion, there will
undoubtedly be some residents who will look for legal means to fight the closure, which will
mean additional legal costs and potentially additional settlement costs. For the most difficult
residents, it may be necessary to "sweeten the pot" above the proposed figures in order to get
them to move.

Moreover, as we know has occurred historically with other park closures, there is a very
high risk that the residents will seek to find any means to pursue a failure to maintain action
against the park — even with a consistent park maintenance program. This means that the park
owner will need to continue his investment in maintaining the park streets and facilities at a high
level until every resident has moved out of the park. That is expensive when there are few
residents in the park.

The park owner must be financially prepared for all possible scenarios. This means funds
for continued maintenance expense, as well as legal costs and potential settlement costs to
mitigate this risk. Since we assume the City is not willing to indemnify the park owner, the fund
will need to be sufficient to cover our client's financial and legal exposure.

I suggest that the three of us meet on Tuesday, July 9 at 1:30 pm to discuss the revised
plan.

Very truly yours,

HRIST & RUTTER
4l Coxporation

Richard H. Close
Of the Firm

343407 2
5110.001



Sheri Repp-Loadsman
June 27, 2013
Page 3

Enclosures

cc:  Ken Freschauf (w/encl. Via E-mail & U.S. Mail)
William W. Wynder, Esq. (w/encl. Via E-mail & U.S. Mail)

343407_2
5110.001



10-YEAR PLAN

e AVERAGE RENT CLOSURE FUND TOTAL MONTHLY CLOSURE FUND
with 6.2% increase CHARGE PAYMENT ANNUAL ACCRUAL

2013 $458.25

2014 $486.66 $154.00 $640.66 $149,688.00
2015 $516.83 $154.00 $670.83 $149,688.00
2016 $548.88 $154.00 $702.88 $149,688.00
2017 $582.91 $154.00 $736.91 $149,688.00
2018 $619.05 $154.00 $773.05 $149,688.00
2019 $657.43 $154.00 $811.43 $149,688.00
2020 $698.19 $154.00 $852.19 $149,688.00
2021 $741.48 $154.00 $895.48 $149,688.00
2022 $787.45 $154.00 $941.45 $149,688.00
2023 $836.27 $154.00 $990.27 $149,688.00

$1,496,880.00




7-YEAR PLAN

YEAR AVERAGE RENT CLOSURE FUND TOTAL MONTHLY CLOSURE FUND
with 6.2% increase CHARGE PAYMENT ACCRUAL

2013 $458.25

2014 $486.66 $220.00 $706.66 $213,840.00

2015 $516.83 $220.00 $736.83 $213,840.00

2016 $548.88 $220.00 $768.88 $213,840.00

2017 $582.91 $220.00 $802.91 $213,840.00

2018 $619.05 $220.00 $839.05 $213,840.00

2019 $657.43 $220.00 $877.43 $213,840.00

2020 $698.19 $220.00 $918.19 $213,840.00
$1,496,880.00

5-YEAR PLAN
YVEAR AVERAGE RENT CLOSURE FUND TOTAL MONTHLY CLOSURE FUND
with 6.2% increase CHARGE PAYMENT ACCRUAL

2013 $458.25

2014 $486.66 $308.00 $794.66 $299,376.00

2015 $516.83 $308.00 $824.83 $299,376.00

2016 $548.88 $308.00 $856.88 $299,376.00

2017 $582.91 $308.00 $890.91 $299,376.00

2018 $619.05 $308.00 $927.05 $299,376.00

$1,496,880.00




OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER

e

CITY OF CARSO

January 11, 2016

Dear Mobilehome Park Resident,

As you may be aware, on December 15, 2015, the Carson City Council approved an Urgency
Ordinance establishing a 45-day moratorium on the closure of mobilehome parks. City Council will
consider extending the Ordinance at its meeting on January 19, 2016. The extension would allow
sufficient time to study the issue and develop a new ordinance. The meeting begins at 6:00 p.m. and
is held at Carson City Hall, 701 East Carson Street, Carson.

There was some urgency in adopting the moratorium. In a recent newspaper article one attomey for
several Carson mobilehome parks said that many park owners are considering closure as an option
due to recent developments in Califomia mobilehome park law. Further, at the November, 2015
Carson Mobilehome Park Rental Review Board meeting, several park residents informed the City
Attorney that two other parks recently sold and residents there were concerned that the new park
owner might close them. The closure of some or all of the City's mobilehome parks could be
detrimental to hundreds of seniors and those on fixed incomes.

The City's mobilehome park closure ordinance has not been updated since 1992. The City will review
and consider options for amending the City's existing closure regulations and study the potential
effects of park closure, to ensure that maximum possible protections are in place for mobilehome park
residents in the event of a park closure, while simultaneously preserving the rights of mobilehome
park owners. The moratorium would maintain the mobilehome park status quo until any amndments
the City Council may choose to adopt take effect.

During the duration of the moratorium, no applications for the closure of a mobilehome park could be
approved, nor could any permit necessary for such a closure be issued. The moratorium does not
prevent an individual mobilehome resident from selling his or her own unit within a park, nor does it
affect the existing mobilehome rent control ordinance. As an individual resident, you should not be
affected by the moratorium, except for reduced risk of park closure.

Furthermore, during the moratorium period, City staff will also be meeting with stakeholders. We
hope to be able to bring the ordinance changes back to the City Council as soon as possible.

Sincerely, .

/

Kenneth C. ng
City Manager

CITY HALL ®* 701 E. CARSON STREET * P,0.BOX 6234 » CARSON, CA 90749 + (310) 952-1729
WEBSITE: ci.carson.ca.us
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February 22, 2019 Thomas W. Casparian, Esq.

Direct Phone  310-480-4471
Direct Fax  310-594-3082
teasparian@cozen.com

VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS

Saied Naaseh

Director of Community Development
City of Carson

701 E. Carson Street

Carson, CA 90745

Re: Rancho Dominguez Mobile Estates
Development Application (Relocation Impact Report)

Dear Mr. Naaseh:

. Please accept for filing the enclosed Development Application for approval of a Relocation
Impact Report (“‘RIR”") required by city ordinance prior to closure of Rancho Dominguez Mobile
Estates (the “Park”).

The Application lists attorney Richard H. Close as the “main contact person.” However, please
note that pursuant to Government Code section 65863.7, subd. (i), the City of Carson, and not
the property owner, is the entity proposing the change in use for the purposes of preparing the
required impact report and is the entity required to take steps to mitigate the adverse impact of
the change on the Park’s displaced residents. The change of use is the result of a city “zoning
or planning decision, action, or inaction.”

Pursuant to Government Code section 65863.7, subd. (g), any fees to cover costs incurred by
the local agency in implementing the statute shall be paid by the person or entity proposing the
change in use. Here, the City is the entity proposing the change in use and is responsible for
the payment of any processing or filing fees.

Please contact myself or Richard Close with any questions.

Sincerely,
COZEN O'CONNOR

e g T g A
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Thomas W. Casparian
Enclosure

LEGAL\40082090\1

1299 Ocean Avenue  Suite 900 Santa Monica, CA 90401
310.393.4000 310.394.4700 Fax cozen.com



CITY OF CARSON
Development Application

Community Development Department
Flanning Division
701 East Carson Street
Carson, CA 90745
(310) 952-1761
http:/fwwwy.ci.carson.ca.us

. Property Information

Address

and/or APN: 435 East Gardena Boulevard, Carson, CA APN: 6125-013-010
Existing Use:  Mobilehome Park Existing Zoning: ML - Light Industrial

Proposed Project

Describe Project and Potential Use (Attach additional sheets if necessary):  Mobilehome park closure.

Pursuant to Government Code section 65863.7, the City of Carson isthe entity proposing the change in use

for the purpose of preparing the required impact report and isrequired to fake steps to mitigate the adverse

impact of the change on the ability of displaced mobilehome park residents to find adequate housing

in a mobilehome park, if any are required.

Applicant Information

Main Contact Person (Applicant/Representative): Richard H. Close, Esq.

Address: 1299 Ocean Avenue, Suite 900
City/State/Zip Code:  Santa Monica, CA 90401

Phone Number: (Day} (310) 393-4000 (Mobile)

Fax Number; E-Mail Address: rclose@cozen.com

Received By: Date:
Amount Paid: Case Planner:
Case No(s): Related Case No(s):
Counter Map: [ ] Database: []

Carson Devefopment Application
Paga 7 of8
Updated: 12/31112



Property Owner:  Carter-Spencer Enterprises LLC
Address: g0 W. 57th Street, #17L

City/State/Zip Code: New York, NY 10019

Phone Number: (Day) (Mobile)

Fax Number: E-Mail Address:

Architect/Contractor:

Address:

City/State/Zip Code:

Phone Number: (Day) (Mobile)

Fax Number: E-Mail Address:

Engineer/Licensed Surveyor:

Address:

City/State/Zip Code:

Phone Number: (Day) (Mobile)

Fax Number: E-Mail Address:

|IV. Type of Application (Check all boxes that apply)

[ ] Certificate of Compliance [ Interpretation [] Specific Plan

[[] Conditional Use Permit* [ Landscape Permit (> 2500 SF) [ ] Tentative Tract/Parcel Map*
[] Conditional Use Permit for [] Lot Line Adjustment ] Zone Change*

Shared Parking ] Medification of Permit ] Zoning Ordinance Amendment
[] Development Agreement ] Ordinance Amendment [] Variance*
[J Environmental Assessment [ Parcel Merger [] Appeal of P.C. Decision
[1 EIR . Relocation Impact Report [C] Appeal of Staff Decision
2 Eﬁt\ﬁrgg? of Nonconforming [ Relocation Review [ Other:

[C] Sign Program*

[] Extension of Time . g o
[ Site Plan and Design Review*  » additional materials required

[] General Plan Amendment

As the Property Owner, | grant my consent to have the Applicant, listed above, to take responsibility in

processing, the proposed project described above. This application and all the required materials are certified
to be jrie coriect td/the Pest of my knowledge and belief.
7o
/ WJ_JF = g g /2w{—e8-910/g

Owner(s) Signatute ' \ Date

Robert Spencer, on behalf of Owner, Carter-Spencer Enterprises LLC
Owner(s) (Please print)

Carson Development Application
Page B of B
Updaled: 1213112
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April 5, 2019 Thomas W. Casparian, Esq.
Direct Phone 310-460-4471
VIA EMAIL AND FEDERAL EXPRESS Direct Fax  310-594-3082

tcasparian@cozen.com

McKina Alexander

Associate Planner

City of Carson — City Hall

701 E. Carson Street

P.O. Box 6234

Carson, CA 90749

E-Mail: malexand@carson.ca.us

Re: Relocation Impact Report (RIR) No. 4-19
Closure Request for Rancho Dominguez Mobile Estates
425-435 East Gardena Boulevard

Dear Ms. Alexander:

We have received your letter to Richard H. Close, Esq. dated March 26, 2019 (your “Letter”),
which responds to the Development Application form submitted by this firm on behalf of the
owner of Rancho Dominguez Mobile Estates (the “Park”) for the park’s closure/change of
use/conversion. In short, your Letter purports to require the Park owner to submit items,
including a filing fee and a Relocation Impact Report, that are required under Carson’s
Municipal Code of an applicant proposing such a closure. However, as was clearly set forth by
the Park owner in its submission of the City’s Development Application form, the City, not the
Park owner, is the applicant proposing the closure under state and local law.

The Development Application form stated, “Pursuant to Government Code section 65863.7, the
City of Carson is the entity proposing the change in use for the purpose of preparing the
required impact report and is required to take steps to mitigate the adverse impact of the
change on the ability of displaced mobilehome park residents to find adequate housing in a
mobilehome park, if any are required.” Your Letter did not respond to or otherwise address this
fact and the underlying legal authority.

As you are likely aware, prior to the City of Carson’s incorporation, mobilehome parks in what is
now the City of Carson could be located in light manufacturing zones (formerly known as M-1
zones, now re-designated as ML zones) so long as they were issued a “use variance.” These
use variances did not have an expiration date. The Park has such a use variance.

However, after the City was incorporated, the City adopted Ordinance No. 77-413 (the

“Ordinance”) in 1977. The Ordinance held that mobilehome parks were no longer permitted in
manufacturing-zoned districts. (Carson Municipal Code § 9141.1) Mobilehome park usage in

LEGAL\40626209\1

1299 Ocean Avenue  Suite 200  Santa Monica, CA 90401
310.393.4000 800.523.1900 310.394.4700 Fax

cozen.com



McKina Alexander
April 5, 2019
Page 2

these zones therefore became “legal, nonconforming.” The Ordinance granted a period of
thirty-five (35) years, from October 1977, for the amortization of the legal, nonconforming use,
after which time the nonconforming use would be terminated or made conforming. The thirty-
five (35) year period for the Park expired in November 2012. Prior to that date of expiration, the
owners of Rancho Dominguez requested that the City extend the Park’s legal, non-conforming
use for a period not to exceed twenty (20) additional years. However, the City failed to grant
any extension or to otherwise make the use conforming. Accordingly, the Park’s closure is the
result of the City’s zoning or planning decision, action and/or inaction.

The City’s relevant Municipal Code provision states, “Prior to the conversion of a mobile home
park [including the closure thereof]...the person or entity (hereinafter “the applicant”)
proposing such conversion shall file an application with the City and obtain approval from the
City of a relocation impact report (RIR) in accordance with the provisions contained in this
Section.” (Carson Municipal Code § 9128.21 [emphasis added]).

The Municipal Code further states that, “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...” (Carson Municipal Code § 9128.21(E).) The Municipal
Code concludes that “[t]he 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.” (/d.)

Notably, the statutory provision cited in the City’s Municipal Code, Government Code section
65863.7, subd. (i), provides as follows:

This section is applicable when the closure, cessation, or change of use is the
result of a decision by a local governmental entity or planning agency not to
renew a conditional use permit or zoning variance under which the mobilehome
park has operated, or as a result of any other zoning or planning decision, action,
or inaction. In this case, the local governmental agency is the person
proposing the change in use for the purposes of preparing the impact
report required by this section and is required to take steps to mitigate the
adverse impact of the change as may be required in subdivision (e).
(Emphasis added.)

Pursuant to Section 65863.7(i) of the Government Code, the City — not the Park owner — is the
“person proposing the change in use” and is therefore responsible for preparing the impact
report and taking the steps necessary to mitigate the adverse impact of the change. Indeed, the
City’s own Municipal Code provides that “the person or entity (hereinafter “the applicant”)
proposing such conversion” is responsible for preparing the RIR and taking mitigation
measures. Accordingly, under both state law and the City’s own Municipal Code, the City, and
not the Park owner, is required to prepare any necessary impact reports and to mitigate any
adverse impact of the Park’s closure. Items 1-6 in your Letter, therefore, are the responsibility
of the City. Please note, however, that the Park’s owner has offered to cooperate fully and lend
assistance to the City where appropriate.

" A legal, nonconforming use is “one that existed lawfully before a zoning restriction became effective and that is not
in conformity with the ordinance when it continues thereafter.” (Bauer v. City of San Diego, 75 Cal. App. 4th 1281,
1285 fn. 1 (1999).)
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Finally, in response to Item 7, at this time the Park owner seeks only to have the park closed so
that it is no longer operating out of compliance with CMC § 9141.1. We would welcome
discussions with the City regarding other uses the Property may be put to.

Accordingly, please fulfill the requirements of CMC § 9128.21 without further delay. All rights of
the Park owners are expressly reserved.

Sincerely,

- P

COZEN O'CONNOR

o o

e —

Thomas W. Casparian, Esq.

CC: Richard H. Close, Esq.
Jeff Malawy, Esq., Ass’t City Attorney
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April 30,2019

VIA E-MAIL AND U.S. MAIL

Richard H. Close

Thomas W. Casparian

Cozen O’Connor

1299 Ocean Avenue, Suite 900
Santa Monica, CA 90401
E-Mail:rclose@cozen.com;
tcasparian@cozen.com

Re:  Relocation Impact Report No. 4-19
Closure Request for Rancho Dominguez Mobile Estates
425-435 East Gardena Boulevard

Dear Messrs. Close & Casparian:

The City of Carson (“City™) is in receipt of your letter dated April 5, 2019 (“Letter”) regarding
the above-referenced closure application for Rancho Dominguez Mobile Estates (“Rancho
Dominguez” or the “Park”). The purpose of this letter is to: (1) respond to your Letter,
specifically in regards to your contention that the City is the “person proposing the change in
use” for purposes of Government Code Section 65863.7(i), and is therefore responsible for
preparing the required relocation impact report (“RIR”) and taking the steps necessary to
mitigate the relocation impacts of -the closure (collectively sometimes referred to as the
“relocation obligations”); and (2) notify your client, the owner of Rancho Dominguez
(“Owner”), that its closure application remains incomplete.

The Letter states that City Ordinance No. 77-413 granted a period of thirty-five (35) years, from
October 1977, for the amortization of Rancho Dominguez as a legal nonconforming use, that the
35-year period expired in November 2012, and that despite the Owner’s requests, the City failed
to grant any extension or to otherwise make the Park’s use conforming. The Letter further states
that accordingly, Rancho Dominguez’ closure is the result of the City’s zoning or planning
decision, action or inaction, meaning the City is the “person proposing the change in use”
responsible for the relocation obligations in connection with the proposed closure pursuant to
Government Code Section 65863.7(1):

Taking the factual assertions in the Letter as true, the Letter fails to address the missing link in
the causal chain that is necessary to support your client’s position that the closure is the “result”
of the City’s planning or zoning actions or decisions: enforcement action. That is, the City has
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not ordered, requested, or pressured the Owner to close the Park in any way or at any time since
expiration of the 35-year period specified in the City’s zoning ordinance.! Indeed, the application
comes as a surprise to the City, as it was not preceded by any communications on the issue
between the City and the Owner.

To be clear, the City is not ordering or requesting the Owner to close the Park at this time.
Accordingly, the Owner is free to withdraw its application and abandon the proposed closure if it
wishes to do so.

Because the Owner is not being compelled to close the Park, the proposed closure is the result of
the Owner’s own choice, not any decision, action or inaction of the City. The voluntary nature of
the Owner’s decision is highlighted by the fact that the Park became an illegal land use in 2012,
and yet the Owner did not propose closure until February 2019, over six years later. If the Park’s
closure were a necessary “result” of illegal land use status unaccompanied by any enforcement
action, the Owner would have been obligated to submit its closure application when that illegal
status attached, not 6+ years later. Therefore, the Owner’s decision to do so now is clearly the
result of its own free will, likely based on a desire to convert the land use to one that is more
profitable for the Owner without having to bear responsibility for ‘the consequences.
Accordingly, the Owner, not the City, is the “person proposing the change in use” responsible for
all relocation obligations in connection with the proposed closure under Government Code
Section 65863.7(1).

If and only if the City ever commences formal proceedings to enforce its zoning ordinance to
terminate the Park’s illegal land use, the City will then be amenable to engaging the Owner in
further discussions on the topic of responsibility for relocation obligations in connection with
closure of the Park.

Based on the foregoing, the Owner must submit an RIR pursuant to Government Code Section
65863.7(a) and containing all required information and materials set forth in Carson Municipal
Code Section 9128.21. The Owner has yet to submit any RIR, and therefore the application
remains incomplete. In order to complete the application, the Owner must submit the
information/documentation specified in the City’s letter to you dated March 26, 2019, as follows:

e RIR

" The amortization period, as applied to the Park, remains ongoing, and will remain ongoing until the City compels
the Owner to close the Park. People v. Tolman, 110 Cal.App.3d Supp. 6, 11 (1980). The 35-year period specified in
the City’s ordinance (Carson Municipal Code §9182.22(A)) is merely a minimum safe harbor period during which
the City Council has formally indicated it will not pursue action to eliminate a nonconforming mobilehome park use.
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o Submit a Relocation Impact Report consisting of all required information and
materials (CMC Section 9128.21(C)).
e RIR Application Fee
e (uestionnaire
o Completed mobile home owner questionnaires using a questionnaire form
approved by the City (CMC 9128.21(B));
o Submit a proposed questionnaire form.
e Relocation Specialist
o Indicate a relocation specialist for consideration;
o The City is requiring the use of a relocation specialist, per CMC
9128.21(C)(12).
e Appraiser
o Indicate two appraisers for consideration;
o Note that the City may choose the appraiser and contract appraisal services,
with payment made from the applicant’s application deposit.
¢ Moving companies _
o Indicate two moving companies for consideration.
o CEQA Information
o The project description in the application states “mobilehome park closure for
potential redevelopment of site.” What type of potential redevelopment does
the applicant propose for the site? Please be as specific as possible, but we
understand details' may not be known at this time. It may be that only
“commercial” or “residential” or “mixed use” development is known or
contemplated at this early stage.

However, as noted above, the Owner need not proceed with Park closure at this time. As such, it
may withdraw its application if it does not wish to take the steps necessary to complete it.

Lastly, the City is currently in the process of updating its General Plan. The General Plan update
and related processes may or may not result in modifications to the City’s current zoning
- standards regarding mobilehome park uses. The City has not yet determined what, if any, action
it will take in regards to mobilehome park land use and zoning in connection with or related to
the General Plan update, but the Owner is always welcome to participate in the City’s public
processes as it considers these issues moving forward.
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Thank you for your attention to this important matter. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you
have any questions or concerns.

Sincerely,

ALESHIRE & WYNDER, LLP

M.

Benjamin R. Jones, Esq.
Assistant City Attorney

JMM:BRIJ
CC:  Sunny Soltani, City Attorney.

Jeff Malawy, Deputy City Attorney
McKina Alexander, Senior Planner
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June 3, 2019 Thomas W. Casparian, Esq.
Direct Phone 310-393-4000
VIA EMAIL AND U.S. MAIL Direct Fax 310-594-3082

tcasparian@cozen.com

Benjamin R. Jones, Esq.

Assistant City Attorney

18881 Von Karman Avenue, Suite 1700
Irvine, CA 92612

E-Mail: bjones@awattorneys.com

Re: Relocation Impact Report (RIR) No. 4-19
Closure Request for Rancho Dominguez Mobile Estates
425-435 East Gardena Boulevard

Dear Mr. Jones:

We are in receipt of your April 20, 2019 letter regarding the above-referenced matter, which
itself responded to our letter dated April 5, 2019.

We first note that your letter avoids confirming or denying the truth of the factual statements
made in our letter regarding the City’s historical actions in this matter. The history of the City’s
zoning and other decisions related to this matter are matters of pubic record, contained in the
City’s own files. Your letter’s refusal to confirm the truth of the factual statements is a troubling
indication of the City’s good faith approach to this matter.

More importantly, your contention that the City must order or “request” the Owner to close the
Park, or take some other “enforcement action” which you do not define, in order for the City to
be the responsible party under Government Code section 65863.7 is clearly wrong under the

plain language of the statute.

We note that you provide no legal authority whatsoever for your contention, only argument. Yet,
your argument is directly refuted by the plain language of the statute. No action by the City is
necessary for the City to be an agency proposing a change in use pursuant to Section 65863.7.
To the contrary, the statute explicitly states that if the closure is the result of a decision, action,
or inaction by the City, the City is responsible for mitigation. Your argument cannot be
reconciled with this language.

Furthermore, your argument also improperly reads the statute as stating that it is applicable only
when the “closure ... is the necessary result of” agency action. Yet, the statute does not
indicate the closure must be the necessary result of the agency’s action, but only that it is “a
result” of any zoning or planning decision, action or inaction. Your argument, unsupported by
any legal authority, is directly contradicted by the plain language of the state statute.
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The current situation, caused entirely by the City’s own actions and inaction, is untenable for the
Park Owner and for the Park’s residents. The City’s neglect to enforce its own laws does not
shield it from responsibility under the statute. The Owner is not required to wait until it has been
subjected to fines or other penalties before the City is obligated to perform its duty under the
law. Your letter’s reference to the fact that the City is not ordering or requesting the Owner to
close the park “at this time” is not a shield to the Owner’s potential liability, and the Owner
cannot be expected to bear the risk.

Furthermore, the City’s decision to terminate the prior legal non-conforming use and its refusal
to grant an extension of the temporary exemption has substantially damaged the property’s
value and the Owner’s ability to sell it. It further prevents the Owner from being able to obtain
financing for the Park necessary for infrastructure improvement and repairs. Without resolution,
the Owner continues to suffer damages. In addition, the Park’s residents cannot obtain
financing for their homes, and the non-conforming use makes it impossible or extremely difficult
for them to sell their homes or for potential new residents to finance a purchase.

Finally, your letter makes material mis-statements of fact, which appear to be the result of the
City’s failure to make even a good-faith analysis of its own file in this matter. Your letter states
that “the City has not ordered, requested, or pressured the Owner to close the park in any way
or at any time since the expiration of the 35-year period specified in the City’s zoning
ordinance.” This is also plainly untrue. Then-City Attorney William Wynder and then-Director of
Planning Sherri Repp-Loadsman met with the Owner upon expiration of the legal, non-
conforming use, indicated to the Owner that a zoning exemption extension would not be
approved and the park would need to close, and alleged, among other things, that the Park’s
no-longer legal use constituted a “public nuisance” in addition to violating zoning law." Again,
just because the City has not yet taken official enforcement action, the Owner’s decision to
comply with the law and not to subject itself to the risk of liability, especially after the direct
threats made by City officials, is certainly not “clearly the result of its own free will,” as your letter
unreasonably avers.

Accordingly, as stated earlier, pursuant to Section 65863.7(i) of the Government Code, the City
— not the Park owner — is the “person proposing the change in use” and is therefore responsible
for preparing the impact report and paying any required amounts to the tenants pursuant to the
City’s Ordinance. Please inform us immediately that the City will perform its legal duty pursuant
to state law, as the Park’s Owner has offered to cooperate fully and lend assistance to the City
where appropriate.

" We also note that the City sent the Owner a letter in April 2000 that stated, “[U]nless a time extension is requested
by the park owner(s) and granted by the City, the park must cease existence by November, 2012.” (Emphasis
added.) Furthermore, there is no legal support for your letter’s assertion that the 35-year expiration period for the
legal, non-conforming use “is merely a minimum safe harbor period during which the City Council has formally
indicated it will not pursue action to eliminate a nonconforming mobilehome park use.” To the contrary, that
contention is plainly wrong and is directly refuted by the ordinance, which states that such use was legal for the 35-
year period, not that the City would not take action (no action could be taken to eliminate a legal use), and explicitly
contains an expiration of that legal use, not a “minimum” period. The City’s subsequent statements regarding
Rancho Dominguez have also made clear the City does not recognize any current “safe harbor.”
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Sincerely,

COZEN O'CONNOR

=- -~ >

5
7 <

TZe1. 7w

Thomas W. Casparian, Esq.

cc: Richard H. Close, Esq.
Jeff Malawy, Esq., Ass’t City Attorney
McKina Alexander, Senior Planner
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December 30, 2020 Thomas W. Casparian, Esq.
Direct Phone 310-460-4471
VIA EMAIL AND FEDERAL EXPRESS DirectFax  310-594-3082

tcasparian@cozen.com

McKina Alexander

Associate Planner

City of Carson — City Hall

701 E. Carson Street

P.O. Box 6234

Carson, CA 90749

E-Mail: malexand@carson.ca.us

Re: Relocation Impact Report (RIR) No. 4-19
Closure Request for Rancho Dominguez Mobile Estates
425-435 East Gardena Boulevard

Dear Ms. Alexander:

We received your letter to Richard H. Close, Esq. dated November 24, 2020 (your
“Incompleteness Letter”), which purports to deem as incomplete RIR No. 4-19 (the “RIR”) and
fails to set a timely hearing by the City’s Planning Commission for the RIR’s approval. We have
also recently received your December 23, 2020 letter to the same effect.

Together with this letter, we are filing a revised RIR that provides the information your letter
contends is omitted. Additionally, as your December 23 letter recognizes, other items
requested in your November 24" |etter were previously provided. Please deem the RIR
complete immediately and set this matter for hearing before the Planning Commission.

The RIR “incompleteness” items are addressed below:

1.B: “Please provide confirmation that questionnaires were given to each resident in
accordance with 89128.21(B) and that all completed or partially completed questionnaires have
been submitted to the City.”

The questionnaires for space nos. 56, 64, 65, and 80, together with a revised questionnaire data
chart, were provided to Staff on 12/01/20 as acknowledged by Staff's response letter dated
12/23/20.

1.C.4: "Please submit a corrected confidential tenant spreadsheet.”

A revised Confidential Tenant Spreadsheet was provided to Staff on 12/01/20 as acknowledged
by your letter dated December 23, 2020.

1.C.7: “Please submit a corrected confidential tenant spreadsheet.”
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A revised Confidential Tenant Spreadsheet was provided to Staff on 12/01/20 as acknowledged
by your letter dated December 23, 2020.

1.C.1: Due to the passage and impending effectiveness of AB 2782, you are required to submit
the following information (in addition to the other information/items specified in this letter) in
order to complete your RIR application: (1) 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 this information is necessary to enable the City to fully evaluate your RIR application.

This information is not required under current law. As even your letter notes, at 1.C.1:
“Description of Proposed New Use”, this item is “Complete.” Denial of a completeness
determination and refusal to set the RIR for Hearing approval under the time limits required by
law until information that is not required under current law is provided is unjustified and
wrongful.

Irrespective, an amended RIR containing the information requested is included herewith. The
following language has been added:

The Park Owner anticipates developing the property into denser workforce
housing and possible mixed-use appropriate to the industrial location, where the
Park remains an underdeveloped parcel. Attached as Exhibit “I” is a site/yield
study commissioned by Park Owner and produced by Withee Malcolm
Architects, LLP, demonstrating potential redevelopment of the Property from 81
mobilehome spaces into 174 1-, 2-, and 3-bedrooom apartments, thereby more
than doubling the current housing provided by the Property. Accordingly, the
anticipated future use of the Property would include and contribute to housing
opportunities for low- and moderate-income households within the City of Carson
and would not materially contribute to a shortage of housing opportunities for
low- and moderate-income households.

1.C.11: The RIR improperly purports to condition the proposed “relocation mitigation measures”
upon City approval of the RIR by December 31, 2020, stating that if City does not do so,
applicant will seek to hold City responsible for any required relocation impact mitigation
measures. [T] Specifically, the RIR, on page 14, provides, “the City is the ‘person proposing
the change of use’ of Rancho Dominguez Mobile Estates because its closure is the result of a
‘zoning or planning decision, action or inaction’ and it is required to take steps to mitigate the
adverse impact of the closure on Park residents, pursuant to Government Code section
65863.7(i). However, if this Impact Report is finally approved by the City no later than December
31, 2020, the Park Owner agrees to provide the following relocation costs, relocation
assistance, and additional benefits to the mobile home resident-owners without reimbursement
from the City....” (emphasis added). [{ ] This tactic renders the proposed mitigation measures
illusory, used as a means of seeking to coerce or induce the City into eschewing proper
exercise of its police power. The City is legally prohibited from contracting or otherwise
bargaining away its away its municipal or governmental functions or its right to exercise its
police power, and any action which amounts to an abdication of the police power or an
agreement to surrender, abnegate, divest, abridge, impair, or bargain away control of its police
power or municipal or governmental function would be invalid. The proposed “relocation
mitigation measures” represent nothing more than a bad faith attempt to leverage the park
owner’s perceived potential legal claims against the City related to Gov't Code §65863.7(i) to
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induce the City to summarily approve the RIR on the park owner’s desired timeline rather than
properly considering, evaluating and acting upon the RIR in accordance with its authority and
timelines under applicable law. [ ] The City cannot agree to applicant’s proposed terms
without illegally compromising the City’s police power at the expense of the welfare of its
residents. Additionally, such an action would contravene the legislative intent of AB 2782. Any
action taken by City will and must be pursuant to the full and free exercise of its police power
and in accordance with applicable law. The City cannot do, or promise or agree to do, anything
to the contrary. Moreover, the City has already made its position clear that it is not the “person
proposing the change of use” for purposes of Section 65863.7(i), and that the land use or
zoning status of the park may soon be changed as part of the City’s general plan update
process or otherwise.

We disagree. The law is clear that under the circumstances, “the local governmental agency is
the person proposing the change in use for the purposes of preparing the impact report required
by [Government Code section 65863.7] and is required to take steps to mitigate the adverse
impact of the change as may be required in subdivision (e).” (Gov't Code, § 65863.7(i), as
current and as effective after Jan. 1, 2021.)

City has repeatedly failed and refused to comply with its obligations to provide an impact report
and mitigation measures to the Park’s residents pursuant to Government Code section
65863.7(i) despite its clear obligation to do so and repeated demands from the Park Owner.
City has failed and refused to conform the zoning status of the Park or to grant a use permit,
and has itself asserted to the Park Owner and the Park residents that the Park must be closed.
City's vague claim, after 18 years, that “the land use or zoning status of the park may soon be
changed as part of the City’s general plan update process or otherwise” is meaningless. Indeed,
it has been 22 months since Rancho Dominguez filed an Application for closure, re-asserting
that City is responsible for preparation of the impact report and to provide mitigation measures
because the “closure, cessation, or change of use is the result of a decision by a local
governmental entity or planning agency not to renew a conditional use permit or zoning variance
under which the mobilehome park has operated, or as a result of any other zoning or planning
decision, action, or inaction” (Gov't Code, § 65863.7(i)). Since then, City has taken no action,
and still cannot say it will.

Park Owner has no legal obligation to provide any mitigation measures under these
circumstances, but has agreed to do so, up to a reasonable point. Indeed, the mitigation
benefits Park Owner has agreed to provide, without seeking reimbursement from the City, are
those same measures the City required of the last mobilehome park closure that resulted from
expiration of its legal use, at Bel Abbey. If City, in a proper (as limited under law) exercise of its
police power determines that further mitigation or other measures are warranted, it remains free
to provide them, as it is obligated to do pursuant to Government Code section 65863.7(i).
Irrespective, Park Owner agrees to remove any condition for a certain timeline for approval
(other than that which it asserts is required by law), and has amended the RIR accordingly.

Perhaps most important, City’s purported disagreement with Park Owner regarding City’s legal
obligation does not render the RIR “incomplete.” Park Owner cannot be forced to withdraw its
legal contentions or absolve the City of its legal obligations in order to have its Application
deemed complete and obtain a timely hearing thereon. Accordingly, Park Owner renews and
restates its demand that a hearing before the Planning Commission be set at its next scheduled
meeting.
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As the record already clearly shows, City is engaging in a scheme and course of conduct to
delay, obstruct and unreasonably burden the park closure because it is politically unpopular and
to avoid its own obligations under state law, and to delay the Application indefinitely, or at least
until new law comes into effect on January 1, 2021. All rights of the Park Owner are expressly
reserved.

Sincerely,

COZEN O'CONNOR

—— = e

-
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o
Thomas W. Casparian, Esq.

cc: Richard H. Close, Esq.
Benjamin R. Jones, Esq., Ass't City Attorney
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Jan Smith, Space 29 Page 1 of 5

DATE: April 25, 2021
TO: McKina Alexander
FROM: Jan Smith, Rancho Dominguez Mobile Estates, Space #29

RE: Notice of Public Hearing — Relocation Impact Report No. 4-19 (Rancho Dominguez Mobile
Estates)

The following statements and questions are in reference to the Notice of Public Hearing, Revised
Notice of Public Hearing, letter from the City of Carson, dated February 22, 2021, Relocation
Impact Report, and Individual Home Appraisal Summary.

(1.) In the letter from the City of Carson, dated February 22, 2021, paragraph 2 states, “On
February 22, 2019, the Park owner, Carter-Spencer Enterprises LLC, via applicant Richard H.
Close, Esq., filed an application with the City for approval of Relocation Impact Report No. 4-19
for the Park. The revised and current Relocation Impact Report was submitted to the City on
December 30, 2020 (“RIR”). The RIR provides information to Park residents and the City
concerning the impacts of the Park closure on residents, and proposes measures to mitigate those
impacts. A copy of the RIR is enclosed.”

Question 1: Why is it that the residents of the Park were not even notified by the Park
owners until October 4, 2019 that they intended to close the park? That is when we received a
Notice of Informational Meeting and Notice of Submission of Application for Closure from
Rancho Dominguez Mobile Estates (RDME).

Question 2: Why didn’t the residents of the Park receive a letter from the City of Carson
and RDME notifying us that an application for approval of a Relocation Impact Report had been
submitted to the City in February 2019, accompanied by a copy of the RIR?

Statement: The Park owners and management have always tried to reassure the residents
that their attorneys were working with the City’s attorneys to keep the Park open, even though in
2012 the waiver from the zoning expired. On the other hand, the Park owners would use scare
tactics and manipulation to get homeowners to sell their homes to the Park for pennies on the
dollar, to in return, rent them out for 4 to 5 time the cost of space rent. | believe | can safely say
that none of the Resident homeowners of the Park believe that the Park owners have the
Resident’s best interest at heart.

(2.) In the Revised Notice of Public Hearing, dated February 24, 2021, paragraph 5 states in part,
“The proposed Park closure would allow the Park owner, Carter-Spencer enterprises LLC (‘“Park
Owner”), subject to subsequent City approval and issuance of all applicable development and
building-related permits and entitlements, to redevelop the subject property into what is currently
anticipated by Park Owner to be “denser workforce housing and possible mixed-use appropriate
to the industrial location.” RIR p.5; Exh. “I”. However, there is no application on file for any
subsequent development of the subject property.”
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For clarification purposes Wikipedia defines workforce housing as such: “Workforce is a term
that is increasingly used by planners, government, and organizations concerned with housing
policy or advocacy. It is gaining cachet with realtors, developers, and lenders. Workforce
housing can refer to any form of housing, including ownership of single or multi-family homes,
as well as occupation of rental units. Workforce housing is generally understood to mean
affordable housing for households with earned income that is insufficient to secure quality
housing in reasonable proximity to the workplace.”

The RIR p.5; Exh. I is a site/yield study demonstrating potential redevelopment of the Property
from 81 mobile home spaces into 174 apartments.

Question 1: If the current zoning restrictions does not allow for residential mobile home
parks to occupy the Property any longer, why would it allow residential apartments to be built on
the Property? They both provide residential housing.

Question 2: Since the mobile home park provides “affordable” housing already due to
rent control, how does the City think that the Park Owner’s “anticipated”_idea to build
apartments, that the Park Owner ‘claims’ would include and contribute housing opportunities for
low- and moderate-income households within the City of Carson, be more valuable to the City
then to protect the homes of the Residents of the Park that would be unfairly under-compensated
for their homes? We pay taxes in the City of Carson too and we feel like we are being thrown out
onto the streets in order for the Park Owners to reap a much heftier profit and the City to receive
higher taxes if the Park Owner’s “anticipated” plan comes to fruition.

(3.) Regarding RIR, page 4, paragraph 4, sentence 6 which states, “The Park Owner also
objected that it was unable to amortize its investment during the 35-year period because of the
imposition of strict rent controls and vacancy control.”

Statement: | have lived in this park since January 1985 and the Park Owner has applied
for rent increases through the City on multiple occasions. Each time they applied for a rent
increase the City approved it. There was a time period that the Park Owner did not apply for a
rent increase for several years and then tried to ask for an exorbitant increase when they finally
applied. The City granted a fraction of the request since the Park Owner owned the property and
all buildings on it free and clear for several years and because the Park Owner waited
approximately 10 years to request an increase. Also, vacancy has never been an issue. Even
when the Park Owner started buying up Resident’s homes for pennies on the dollar via Park
Manager, Donna Spencer — a Realtor (which can also be construed as a conflict of interest), the
Park Owner had no problem finding renters willing to pay what they were asking for. When they
pay as little as $5,000 — $10,000 for some homes and then charge up to $1,500 or more per
month for rent, a profit is seen within months.

(4.) Regarding RIR, page 6, paragraph 3, sentence 1: “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 late November 2019 (Exhibit C).”
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Statement: A letter from OPC, dated November 25, 2019, was delivered to Residents
from RDME, thus enabling OPC to circumvent mailing the letter via the United States Post
Office.

Question: How is it legal for OPC to use RDME as a delivery service for official mail? |
would think that any reputable attorney would challenge the validity of this practice of
correspondence between OPC and the Residents of the Park.

(5.) Regarding RIR, page 6, paragraph 4, sentence 1 which states: “A third letter was delivered to
the residents in August 2020 regarding the appraisal process and site inspections by the appraiser
(Exhibit C).”

Statement: Delivered is correct! RDME delivered the letter & questionnaire from
Overland, Pacific & Cutler (OPC) to each Resident’s home by attaching the letter &
questionnaire to a RDME Memo and placing them into a newspaper cylinder holder attached
under our mailboxes. When I confronted Oneyda, a Park Manager, about the fact that OPC was
circumventing the U.S. Post Office by having RDME responsible for delivery of the documents,
she informed me that Robert Spencer had told her to do it.

(6.) Regarding RIR, page 16, section B, item 1, which reads in part: “Lump sum payment equal
to the off-site value of the home as determined by Mr. Brabant using the NADA guide....”

Statement: According to my Individual Home Appraisal Summary (IHAS) my off-site
value is a little over $8,000 for a double wide 20X48, 2-bedroom, 2-bathroom home that has
been improved throughout my years in the Park with several upgrades.

Question 1: Why is it reasonable for the appraiser to use the Depreciated Replacement
Cost when | have made upgrades to my home that improved the value of my home?

Question 2: How can the appraisal be of any value since the appraiser only viewed the
outside of our homes and relied on a questionnaire to determine the value?

Blaming Covid for not doing an in-home inspection does not circumvent the need to have an in-
home inspection in order to obtain a comprehensive and fair appraisal of my home.

(7.) Per Page 5 of my Individual Home Appraisal Summary (IHAS), it reports that the Park
purchased the home on Space 70, which they deemed uninhabitable due to
“health/safety/hoarding issues™ for $10,000, and then had it removed from the space and
replaced with a 2019 model.

Question: How could a single wide, 2-bedroom, 1-bathroom uninhabitable home be
worth $2,000 more than my double wide, 2-bedroom, 2-bathroom habitable home?
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(8.) Per Page 4 of my IHAS, under the “Approaches to Value” headline, states that only the
home sales in RDME were used in the Appraiser’s “Sales Comparison Approach”.
Furthermore, under the “On-Site Value” headline it states that the sale of 32 homes in RDME
between January 2009 and April 2020 were used in determining the On-Site Value.

Statement: Since the Park has bought 66% (21) of the 32 homes sold during that time
frame, using scare tactics and misinformation provided by management (i.e., The owner only has
to pay you blue book prices for your home.) it is no surprise that Resident’s were offered pennies
on the dollar for their home, and they were too scared and manipulated to question the motive of
the Park Owner/Management. Also, because this park has many low-income residents, | find it
feasible that they could not afford legal counsel in the matter of the sale of their homes. And
because the Manager of the property was also a family member (sister-in-law) and realtor
working on behalf of the Park Owner to buy Resident’s homes for as cheap as they could, results
in a conflict of interest that unfairly swings the scale in the Park Owner’s favor. Speaking for
myself, these people have no ethics or morals.

Question: Why should the value of our homes be based on the sale of 32 homes that 66%
of them were bought at the lowest price possible by the Park Owner? Value should be assigned
using comparable mobile homes in other parks, no matter if they are closing or not.

(9.) Regarding RIR, page 17, item 7 which states that, “All or some portion of the monetary
benefits may be paid prior to the resident’s actual vacation of the Park provided that the resident
provides assurances to the satisfaction of Park Owner that adequate arrangements have been
made to vacate the Park and that advance funding is needed to pay the relocation expense.
Otherwise, monetary benefits will be paid in full within three (3) days of vacation of the Park by
the Eligible Resident Owner.

Question 1: How can the Park Owner or their hired Relocation Specialist (OPC - who
will ultimately issue the benefit checks) hold hostage our money for up to 3 days after vacating if
we sign over ownership to the Park Owner prior to our vacating the property?

During a Google research of OPC | found that this company has horrible ratings and complaints
against them that include not answering their phones or returning phone calls, not paying
benefits for a long time, using moving companies that break and damage furniture and household
goods, etc. | sure as Hell do not trust them to pay me my full benefits once | am gone. AND, |
would not have any recourse since | already signed over ownership, unless | involve an attorney
that | cannot afford.

Question 2: The RIR does not specify if it is 3 calendar days or 3 workdays. Which is
it???? It makes a big difference, especially if holidays are involved too.

I’m sure that I have many more questions and statements to make but quite frankly, the stress of
this process is seriously not good for my health and well- being. My hat is off to the Spencers for
making my final years a living Hell.
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Debora N. Fore

Rancho Dominguez Mobile Estates

435 East Gardena Boulevard, Space No. 55
Carson, California 90248

April 25,2021

City of Carson

Community Development Department - Planning Commission
701 East Carson Street

Carson, California 90745

Attn: McKina Alexander, Associate Planner
RE: Relocation Impact Report No. 4-19 (Rancho Dominguez Mobile Estates)
Dear Ms. Alexander:

This is a response to the Individual Home Appraisal Summary, Space Number 55, Rancho
Dominguez Mobile Estates, 435 East Gardena Boulevard, Carson, California 90248. Date of
value, September 10, 2020, date of report October 9, 2020. I received the Relocation Impact
Report No. 4-19, post marked February 24, 2021.

On the Summary Description of Home Space 55, the manufactured trade name is described as a
Skyline. The correct manufacturer is 1972 Cameron, serial S13941XX and S1394XXU. The
mobile home was purchased September 15, 1988 by current owner, Debora N. Fore. A copy of
the original loan documents were submitted to Ms. Alexander on April 5, 2021 at 10:58 a.m.

Upon review of the package, it did not contain Form 1004C, Manufactured Home Appraisal
Report (attached). In addition the Guide of Fannie Mae, B4-1.3-08, Comparable Sales (10-02-
2018) was not complied with. The Individual Home Appraisal Summary, for Space 55, Sources
of Information states: “The home information and value conclusions in the summary are subject
to important assumptions and limiting conditions that are included in the Introduction to the full
appraisal that was prepared for the City of Carson.” Two of the guidelines used are “on-site
value” and “off-site value,” the terms could not be found in the City of Carson records archives
or how they should be applied. So why are they, being used to appraise mobile homes? The
federal government sets the guidelines for appraisals, and appraisers in the United States, not the
City of Carson. When purchasing a mobile home Fannie Mae documents are utilized to secure a
loan, not J. D. Powers, NADA Guidelines. Writers of said report stated methodology used by
was taken from the steps used in the closing of Bell Abbey Mobile Home park. It has been
approximately 15 years since Bell Abbey Mobile Home Park was closed. The methodology
should be re-valuated. The number one issue in Bell Abbey’s park closure and Rancho
Dominguez Mobile Estates pending closure, is the low ball offers presented to the park tenants.
I am asking for a reasonable buy out, not $28,000.00.



I spoke to Patricia Haskins, appraiser, of Anderson & Brabant, Incorporated no less than four
times between the first through middle of August 2020. On February 27, 2021 I emailed her
regarding the errors in my home appraisal summary. I am never received a response from her.

In the home appraisal summary my mobile home is valued at “on-site” $28,000.00, “off-site”
$16,000.00. My home is a three bedroom, one bath mobile home. I was very surprised at how
low my home was valued.

On April 20, 2021 my home was appraised by Babken Azizyan, appraiser, License AL039186.
Mr. Azizyan concluded my home value was $135,000.00. A copy is included with this
correspondence. I did not give approval for a “Drive By Appraisal” to be used instead of a full
and complete appraisal. To be used to determine my payout of my home. The appraisal should
include both inside and out. That is the only way to get a fair home value. Only viewing the
outside of the home render a low value. The low value only benefits the Park Owners. I worked
hard for many years to upgrade my home and maintained it to the best of my ability. A “Drive
by Appraisal” is an insult to all the hard work I have done to my home. I expect a true and
equable price for my home. I have been a good tenant since 1988. I have paid my space rent on
time and followed the guidelines identified in the park rules. If this is the conclusion of my time
here in Rancho Dominguez Mobile Estates, let us end on a fair note. $28,000.00 for a three
bedroom home in Watts is an insult let alone the City of Carson.

Sincerely,

Debora N. Fore, Space 55
Rancho Dominguez Mobile Estates



Debora N. Fore

Rancho Dominguez Mobile Estates

435 East Gardena Boulevard, Space No. 55
Carson, California 90248

April 25,2021

City of Carson

Community Development Department - Planning Commission
701 East Carson Street

Carson, California 90745

Attn: McKina Alexander, Associate Planner
RE: Relocation Impact Report No. 4-19 (Rancho Dominguez Mobile Estates)
Dear Ms. Alexander:

This is a response to the Individual Home Appraisal Summary, Space Number 55, Rancho
Dominguez Mobile Estates, 435 East Gardena Boulevard, Carson, California 90248. Date of
value, September 10, 2020, date of report October 9, 2020. I received the Relocation Impact
Report No. 4-19, post marked February 24, 2021.

On the Summary Description of Home Space 55, the manufactured trade name is described as a
Skyline. The correct manufacturer is 1972 Cameron, serial S13941XX and S1394XXU. The
mobile home was purchased September 15, 1988 by current owner, Debora N. Fore. A copy of
the original loan documents were submitted to Ms. Alexander on April 5, 2021 at 10:58 a.m.

Upon review of the package, it did not contain Form 1004C, Manufactured Home Appraisal
Report (attached). In addition the Guide of Fannie Mae, B4-1.3-08, Comparable Sales (10-02-
2018) was not complied with. The Individual Home Appraisal Summary, for Space 55, Sources
of Information states: “The home information and value conclusions in the summary are subject
to important assumptions and limiting conditions that are included in the Introduction to the full
appraisal that was prepared for the City of Carson.” Two of the guidelines used are “on-site
value” and “off-site value,” the terms could not be found in the City of Carson records archives
or how they should be applied. So why are they, being used to appraise mobile homes? The
federal government sets the guidelines for appraisals, and appraisers in the United States, not the
City of Carson. When purchasing a mobile home Fannie Mae documents are utilized to secure a
loan, not J. D. Powers, NADA Guidelines. Writers of said report stated methodology used by
was taken from the steps used in the closing of Bell Abbey Mobile Home park. It has been
approximately 15 years since Bell Abbey Mobile Home Park was closed. The methodology
should be re-valuated. The number one issue in Bell Abbey’s park closure and Rancho
Dominguez Mobile Estates pending closure, is the low ball offers presented to the park tenants.
I am asking for a reasonable buy out, not $28,000.00.



I spoke to Patricia Haskins, appraiser, of Anderson & Brabant, Incorporated no less than four
times between the first through middle of August 2020. On February 27, 2021 I emailed her
regarding the errors in my home appraisal summary. I am never received a response from her.

In the home appraisal summary my mobile home is valued at “on-site” $28,000.00, “off-site”
$16,000.00. My home is a three bedroom, one bath mobile home. I was very surprised at how
low my home was valued.

On April 20, 2021 my home was appraised by Babken Azizyan, appraiser, License AL039186.
Mr. Azizyan concluded my home value was $135,000.00. A copy is included with this
correspondence. I did not give approval for a “Drive By Appraisal” to be used instead of a full
and complete appraisal. To be used to determine my payout of my home. The appraisal should
include both inside and out. That is the only way to get a fair home value. Only viewing the
outside of the home render a low value. The low value only benefits the Park Owners. I worked
hard for many years to upgrade my home and maintained it to the best of my ability. A “Drive
by Appraisal” is an insult to all the hard work I have done to my home. I expect a true and
equable price for my home. I have been a good tenant since 1988. I have paid my space rent on
time and followed the guidelines identified in the park rules. If this is the conclusion of my time
here in Rancho Dominguez Mobile Estates, let us end on a fair note. $28,000.00 for a three
bedroom home in Watts is an insult let alone the City of Carson.

Sincerely,

Debora N. Fore, Space 55
Rancho Dominguez Mobile Estates
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April 20, 2021

Debora Fore
435 E. Gardena Blvd Space #55
Gardena, CA 90248

File Number: Gardena-BA

In accordance with your request, | have appraised the real property at:
435 E. Gardena Blvd Space #55
Gardena, CA 90248
The purpose of this appraisal is to develop an opinion of the defined value of the subject property, as improved.
The property rights appraised are the fee simple interest in the site and improvements.
In my opinion, the defined value of the property as of April 20, 2021 is:
$135,000

One Hundred Thirty-Five Thousand Dollars

The attached report contains the description, analysis and supportive data for the conclusions,
final opinion of value, descriptive photographs, assignment conditions and appropriate certifications.

Babken Azizyan
1 Day Home Appraisal

323-707-8188

13728 Proctor Avenue # D, La Puente, CA 91746 323-707-8188




Summary 6051970

Residential Appraisal Report File No. Gardena-BA
The purpose of this appraisal report is to provide the client with a credible opinion of the defined value of the subject property, given the intended use of the appraisal.
| Client Name/intended User Debora Fore E-mail N/A
g Client Address 435 E. Gardena Blvd Space #55 City Gardena State CA Zip 90248
a4 Additional Intended User(s) N/A
2
Intended Use Personal
Property Address 435 E. Gardena Blvd Space #55 City Gardena State CA Zip 90248
5 Owner of Public Record Debora Fore County Los Angeles
M) Legal Description N/A
e Assessor's Parcel # N/A Tax Year 2020 R.E. Taxes$ N/A
R Neighborhood Name N/A Map Reference N/A Census Tract N/A
Property Rights Appraised Fee Simple D Leasehold D Other (describe)

My research l:] did did not reveal any prior sales or transfers of the subject property for the three years prior to the effective date of this appraisal.

Prior Sale/Transfer:  Date N/A Price N/A Source(s) Realist

Analysis of prior sale or transfer history of the subject property (and comparable sales, if applicable) ~ According to Public Records, MLS, National Data Information,
and conversation with owner, to the best of my knowledge the property has not been sold in the last three years. Comparables have
not transferred within the last 12 months.

SALES HISTORY

Offerings, options and contracts as of the effective date of the appraisal ~ N/A

Neighborhood Characteristics One-Unit Housing Trends One-Unit Housing Present Land Use %
Location Urban XJ Suburban Rural Property Values Increasing X Stable Declining PRICE AGE One-Unit 70 %
Built-Up Z Over 75% : 25-75% : Under 25% | Demand/Supply : Shortage Z In Balance : Over Supply | $(000) (yrs) 2-4 Unit 10 %
Growth 3 Rapid E Stable 3 Slow Marketing Time 3 Under 3 mths E 3-6 mths 3 Over 6 mths 110 Low 31 | Multi-Family 10 %
Neighborhood Boundaries The subject neighborhood's boundaries are as follows: NORTH by 225 High 55 | Commercial 5%
Walnut St, SOUTH by Victoria St, EAST by Central Ave, and WEST by Main St. 140 Pred. 42 | Other 5%

Neighborhood Description  The subject is located in the city of Gardena within the county of Los Angeles, California. The subject is located in
an area made up of mostly SFR's reflecting average quality and condition. The area is located proximate to major support services,
employment centers, schools, and transportation ways. No adverse factors noted at this time.

Market Conditions (including support for the above conclusions) See Attached Addendum

NEIGHBORHOOD

Dimensions Rectangular Area N/A Shape Rectangle view Residential
Specific Zoning Classification CAML* Zoning Description Mobile Home Legal

Zoning Compliance Legal D Legal Nonconforming (Grandfathered Use) D No Zoning D lllegal (describe)

Is the highest and best use of the subject property as improved (or as proposed per plans and specifications) the present use? Yes D No  If No, describe.

Utilities Public  Other (describe) Public  Other (describe) Off-site Improvements—Type Public Private
Electricity X] :] Water X] :] Street Asphalt X :]

Gas X] :] Sanitary Sewer X] :] Alley None :]

Site Comments  N/A

GENERAL DESCRIPTION FOUNDATION EXTERIOR DESCRIPTION materials INTERIOR materials

Units One D One w/Acc. unit D :] Concrete Slab X] Crawl Space Foundation Walls Concrete Floors Vinyl
#of Stories  One :] Full Basement :] Partial Basement | Exterior Walls Aluminium Walls Drywall
Type Det. DAtt. D S-Det./End Unit | Basement Area 0.0000 sq. ft. | Roof Surface Shingle Trim/Finish  Wood
Existing D Proposed D Under Const. | Basement Finish None % | Gutters & Downspouts Vinyl Bath Floor Vinyl
Design (Style) Conventional D Outside Entry/Exit D Sump Pump | Window Type Alum. Slider Bath Wainscot Fiberglass
Year Built 1976-45 Years Storm Sash/Insulated  Yes Car Storage D None
Effective Age (Yrs) 22 Screens Yes Driveway #ofCars 2
Attic None Heating D FWA |D HW | D Radiant| Amenities WoodStove(s) # Driveway Surface
:] Drop Stair :] Stairs Other Walll | Fuel N. Gas :] Fireplace(s) # X] Fence :] Garage  #of Cars
:] Floor X] Scuttle Cooling D Central Air Conditioning :] Patio/Deck X] porch Covered :] Carport  #of Cars

Finished Heated B Individual |D Other Pool Other Att. D Det. D Built-in
Appliances D Refrigerator Range/Oven Dishwasher Disposal D Microwave D \Washer/Dryer Other (describe) Fan/Hood
Finished area above grade contains: 5 Rooms 3 Bedrooms 1 Bath(s) 940 Square Feet of Gross Living Area Above Grade

Additional Features N/A

Comments on the Improvements  The overall property condition appears average. Physical depreciation was determined by the age-life
method. Neither interior nor exterior were in need of repairs and no functional inadequacies were noted. No deferred maintenance
needed at time of inspection.

T IMPROVEMENTS

Produced using ACI software, 800.234.8727 www.aciweb.com This form Copyright © 2005-2010 ACI Division of ISO Claims Services, Inc., All Rights Reserved.
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Summary 6051970

Residential Appraisal Report File No. Gardena-BA
FEATURE | SUBJECT COMPARABLE SALE NO. 1 COMPARABLE SALE NO. 2 COMPARABLE SALE NO. 3
435 E. Gardena Blvd Space #55 17700 Avalon Blvd Unit#150 17701 Avalon Unit#76 17701 Avalon Blvd Unit#288
Address Gardena Carson Carson Carson
Proximity to Subject 0.93 miles SE 0.92 miles SW 0.90 miles SE
Sale Price $ N/A $ 150,000 $ 199,000 $ 140,000
Sale Price/Gross Liv. Area | $ 0.00 sq.ft. |$ 100.81 sq.ft. $ 148.07 sq.ft. $  97.22 sq.ft.
Data Source(s) MLS MLS MLS
Verification Source(s) Realist Realist Realist
VALUE ADJUSTMENTS DESCRIPTION DESCRIPTION +() $ Adjustment DESCRIPTION +() $ Adjustment DESCRIPTION +() $ Adjustment
Sale or Financing NA Conv/Financing Conv/Financing Conv/Financing
Concessions None Noted None Noted None Noted
Date of Sale/Time NA 12-18-2020 12-15-2020 11-03-2020
Location Residential Residential Residential Residential
Leasehold/Fee Simple Fee Simple Fee Simple Fee Simple Fee Simple
Site N/A N/A N/A N/A
View Residential Residential Residential Residential
z Design (Style) Conventional Conventional Conventional Conventional
g Quality of Construction Average Average Average Average
7 Actual Age 45+/- Years 1976-45 Years 1978-43 Years 1978-43 Years
g4 Condition Average Average Average/Good -10,000 | Average
% Above Grade Total | Bdrms Baths Total |Bdrms Baths 10,000 | Total |Bdrms| Baths Total | Bdrms Baths
%] Room Count 5|3 1 512 2 -10,000| 5 | 3 2 -10,000| 5 | 3 2 -10,000
% Gross Living Area40.00 940 sq.ft. 1,488 sq.ft. -21,900 1,344 sq.ft. -16,160 1,440 sq.ft. -20,000
B Basement & Finished None None None
8 Rooms Below Grade None None None None
] Functional Utility Highest/Best Use | Highest/Best Use Highest/Best Use Highest/Best Use
% Heating/Cooling Wall Wall Central Wall
Energy Efficient Items None None Noted None Noted None Noted
Garage/Carport 2 Car Driveway 2 Car Carport 2 Car Carport 2 Car Carport
Porch/Patio/Deck Porch Porch Porch Porch
Fireplace None None None None
Fence Fence Fence Fence
Net Adjustment (Total) (J+ X- s 21,900 ([ J+ [XJ- s 36,160 [ J+ (X)- s 30,000
Adjusted Sale Price NetAdj. -14.6% NetAdj. -18.2% NetAdj. -21.4%
of Comparables GrossAdi. 27.9% |$ 128,100 | GrossAd.. 18.2% | $ 162,840 | GrossAdj. 21.4% | $ 110,000

Summary of Sales Comparison Approach  See Attached Addendum

COST APPROACH TO VALUE
Site Value Comments Land value percentage to market value is typical for the area and based on the abstraction method due to the lack of
recent land sales.
Bs ESTIMATED (_JREPRODUCTIONOR [ XJ REPLACEMENT COST NEW OPINIONOF SITEVALUE . ... oi i .= 8 55,000
2 Source of cost data Marshall & Swift Dwelling 940 sq.Ft.@$ 100.00...........=8 94,000
8 Quality rating from cost service Effective date of cost data Sq.F.@$% i =8$
é Comments on Cost Approach (gross living area calculations, depreciation, etc.) Improvements 15,000
n Physical Depreciation is based on the Marshall and Swift Garage/Carport O Sq.FL.@$ 40.00............= % 0
8 Depreciation tables. Based on a life of 70 years and an effective Total Estimate of Cost-New TS | 109,000
age of 12 years, a remaining economic life of 58 years is Less 50  Physical | Functional | External
estimated. Depreciation $34,246 = $( 34,246)
Depreciated Cost of Improvements .. .........coveiiiiiiiiaiaan.. = 74,754
The cost approach is not required for this type of appraisal. "As-is" Value of Site Improvements. .........oouueiuiiiiaainaans = 7,500
| INDICATED VALUE BY COSTAPPROACH. ... = $ 137,300

INCOME APPROACH TO VALUE
Estimated Monthly Market Rent $ NA X Gross Rent Multiplier =$ 0 Indicated Value by Income Approach
Summary of Income Approach (including support for market rent and GRM) The income approach is excluded, as the area is primarily owner occupied.

INCOME

Indicated Value by: Sales Comparison Approach $135,000 Cost Approach (if developed) $ N/A Income Approach (if developed) $N/A

This appraisal is made "asis," D subject to completion per plans and specifications on the basis of a hypothetical condition that the improvements have been completed,
D subject to the following repairs or alterations on the basis of a hypothetical condition that the repairs or alterations have been completed D subject to the following:

RECONCILIATION

Based on the scope of work, assumptions, limiting conditions and appraiser's certification, my (our) opinion of the defined value of the real property
that is the subject of this reportis $ 135,000 as of April 20, 2021 , which is the effective date of this appraisal.

Produced using ACI software, 800.234.8727 www.aciweb.com This form Copyright © 2005-2010 ACI Division of ISO Claims Services, Inc., All Rights Reserved.
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Summary

Residential Appraisal Report

6051970

File No. Gardena-BA

FEATURE SUBJECT COMPARABLE SALE NO. 4 COMPARABLE SALE NO. 5 COMPARABLE SALE NO. 6
435 E. Gardena Blvd Space #55 17700 Avalon Blvd Unit#115
Address Gardena Carson
Proximity to Subject 0.93 miles SE 0.75 MI SE 0.78 MI E
Sale Price $ N/A $ 170,000 $ 0 $ 0
Sale Price/Gross Liv. Area | $ 0.00 sq.ft. |$ 118.06 sq.ft. $ 0.00 sq. . $ 0.00 sq.ft.
Data Source(s) MLS MLS MLS
Verification Source(s) Realist Realist Realist
VALUE ADJUSTMENTS DESCRIPTION DESCRIPTION +(-) $ Adjustment DESCRIPTION +(-) $ Adjustment DESCRIPTION +(-) $ Adjustment
Sale or Financing NA Conv/Financing Conv/Financing Conv/Financing
Concessions None Noted None Noted None Noted
Date of Sale/Time NA 04-10-2021 2020 2020
Location Residential Residential Residential Residential
Leasehold/Fee Simple Fee Simple Fee Simple Fee Simple Fee Simple
Site N/A N/A
View Residential Residential Residential Residential
Design (Style) Conventional Conventional Conventional Coventional
Quality of Construction Average Average Average Average
Actual Age 45+/- Years 1976-45 Years 19- Years 19- Years
Condition Average Average Average Average
Above Grade Total |Bdrms Baths Total | Bdrms Baths 10,000 | Total |Bdrms| Baths Total | Bdrms Baths
Room Count 5|3 1 5| 2 2 -10,000
Gross Living Area40.00 940 sq.ft. 1,440 sq.ft. -20,000 sq. ft. sq. ft.
Basement & Finished None None None
Rooms Below Grade None None None None
Functional Utility Highest/Best Use | Highest/Best Use Highest/Best Use Highest/Best Use
Heating/Cooling Wall Central Central Central
Energy Efficient ltems None None None None
Garage/Carport 2 Car Driveway 2 Car Carport 2 Car Garage 2 Car Garage
Porch/Patio/Deck Porch Porch Porch Porch
Fireplace None None None None
Fence Fence Fence Fence
Net Adjustment (Total) D + - 13 20,000 + D - 13 0 + D - 13 0
Adjusted Sale Price NetAdj. -11.8% Net Adj. 0.0% Net Adj. 0.0%
of Comparables GrossAdi. 23.5% | $ 150,000 | GrossAdl.  0.0% | $ 0| GrossAd. 0.0%|$ 0

Summary of Sales Comparison Approach

The sales utilized within the area were all considered good comparables located within the city of

Carson, CA. Land areas were adjusted at $1.00 per square foot. Building areas were adjusted at $40.00 per square foot based upon a

depreciated building cost. All of the comparables were given equal weight in determining the subject property's market value.

Bathrooms and bedrooms adjusted at $10,000 per room. Garages adjusted at $5,000 per door. Fireplaces adjusted at $2,500. Location

adjustments based on matched pair analysis and adjusted according to variation in traffic pattern. All comparables were built in a

similar time era and using similar building techniques. Condition adjustments are based on appraisers inspection of subject property

and information gathered from Realist/MLS on comparable properties. Adjustments will vary in appraisers estimate to equalize/balance

comparable sale properties to subject property condition. Short sale and REO comparable are considered typical for this market/area.

Appraiser did drive by all comparable sales. Some or all comparable photos may be acquired from MLS. MLS photos are a better

representation of the condition and design (style) at date/time of sale of the comparables.

Produced using ACI software, 800.234.8727 www.aciweb.com This form Copyright © 2005-2010 ACI Division of ISO Claims Services, Inc., All Rights Reserved.
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Summary 6051970
Residential Appraisal Report File No. Gardena-BA

Scope of Work, Assumptions and Limiting Conditions

Scope of work is defined in the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice as " the type and extent of research and analyses in an
assignment.” In short, scope of work is simply what the appraiser did and did not do during the course of the assignment. It includes, but is not
limited to: the extent to which the property is identified and inspected, the type and extent of data researched, the type and extent of analyses applied
to arrive at opinions or conclusions.

The scope of this appraisal and ensuing discussion in this report are specific to the needs of the client, other identified intended users and to the
intended use of the report. This report was prepared for the sole and exclusive use of the client and other identified intended users for the identified
intended use and its use by any other parties is prohibited. The appraiser is not responsible for unauthorized use of the report.

The appraiser's certification appearing in this appraisal report is subject to the following conditions and to such other specific conditions as are
set forth by the appraiser in the report. All extraordinary assumptions and hypothetical conditions are stated in the report and might have affected the
assignment results.

1. The appraiser assumes no responsibility for matters of a legal nature affecting the property appraised or title thereto, nor does the appraiser render any opinion as to the title, which is
assumed to be good and marketable. The property is appraised as though under responsible ownership.

2. Any sketch in this report may show approximate dimensions and is included only to assist the reader in visualizing the property. The appraiser has made no survey of the property.

3. The appraiser is not required to give testimony or appear in court because of having made the appraisal with reference to the property in question, unless arrangements have been
previously made thereto.

4. Neither all, nor any part of the content of this report, copy or other media thereof (including conclusions as to the property value, the identity of the appraiser, professional designations,
or the firm with which the appraiser is connected), shall be used for any purposes by anyone but the client and other intended users as identified in this report, nor shall it be conveyed by
anyone to the public through advertising, public relations, news, sales, or other media, without the written consent of the appraiser.

5. The appraiser will not disclose the contents of this appraisal report unless required by applicable law or as specified in the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice.

6. Information, estimates, and opinions furnished to the appraiser, and contained in the report, were obtained from sources considered reliable and believed to be true and correct.
However, no responsibility for accuracy of such items furnished to the appraiser is assumed by the appraiser.

7. The appraiser assumes that there are no hidden or unapparent conditions of the property, subsoil, or structures, which would render it more or less valuable. The appraiser assumes
no responsibility for such conditions, or for engineering or testing, which might be required to discover such factors. This appraisal is not an environmental assessment of the property and
should not be considered as such.

8. The appraiser specializes in the valuation of real property and is not a home inspector, building contractor, structural engineer, or similar expert, unless otherwise noted. The appraiser
did not conduct the intensive type of field observations of the kind intended to seek and discover property defects. The viewing of the property and any improvements is for purposes of
developing an opinion of the defined value of the property, given the intended use of this assignment. Statements regarding condition are based on surface observations only. The
appraiser claims no special expertise regarding issues including, but not limited to: foundation settlement, basement moisture problems, wood destroying (or other) insects, pest infestation,
radon gas, lead based paint, mold or environmental issues. Unless otherwise indicated, mechanical systems were not activated or tested.

This appraisal report should not be used to disclose the condition of the property as it relates to the presence/absence of defects. The client is invited and encouraged to employ qualified
experts to inspect and address areas of concern. If negative conditions are discovered, the opinion of value may be affected.

Unless otherwise noted, the appraiser assumes the components that constitute the subject property improvement(s) are fundamentally sound and in
working order.

Any viewing of the property by the appraiser was limited to readily observable areas. Unless otherwise noted, attics and crawl space areas were not accessed. The appraiser did not move
furniture, floor coverings or other items that may restrict the viewing of the property.

9. Appraisals involving hypothetical conditions related to completion of new construction, repairs or alteration are based on the assumption that such completion, alteration or repairs will
be competently performed.

10. Unless the intended use of this appraisal specifically includes issues of property insurance coverage, this appraisal should not be used for such purposes. Reproduction or
Replacement cost figures used in the cost approach are for valuation purposes only, given the intended use of the assignment. The Definition of Value used in this assignment is unlikely
to be consistent with the definition of Insurable Value for property insurance coverage/use.

11. The ACI General Purpose Appraisal Report (GPAR™) is not intended for use in transactions that require a Fannie Mae 1004/Freddie Mac 70 form,
also known as the Uniform Residential Appraisal Report (URAR).

Additional Comments Related To Scope Of Work, Assumptions and Limiting Conditions

Produced using ACI software, 800.234.8727 www.aciweb.com This form Copyright © 2005-2010 ACI Division of ISO Claims Services, Inc., All Rights Reserved.
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Summary 6051970
Residential Appraisal Report

File No. Gardena-BA

Appraiser's Certification

The appraiser(s) certifies that, to the best of the appraiser's knowledge and belief:

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

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

professional analyses, opinions, and conclusions.

3. Unless otherwise stated, the appraiser has no present or prospective interest in the property that is the subject of this report and has no personal interest with respect to the parties

involved.

4. The appraiser has no bias with respect to the property that is the subject of this report or to the parties involved with this assignment.

5. The appraiser's engagement in this assignment was not contingent upon developing or reporting predetermined results.

6. The appraiser's compensation for completing this assignment is not contingent upon the development or reporting of a predetermined value or direction in value that favors the cause of
the client, the amount of the value opinion, the attainment of a stipulated result, or the occurrence of a subsequent event directly related to the intended use of this appraisal.

7. The appraiser's analyses, opinions, and conclusions were developed, and this report has been prepared, in conformity with the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice.

8. Unless otherwise noted, the appraiser has made a personal inspection of the property that is the subject of this report.

9. Unless noted below, no one provided significant real property appraisal assistance to the appraiser signing this certification. Significant real property appraisal assistance provided by:

Additional Certifications:

Definition of Value: DMarket Value DOther Value:

Source of Definition:

ADDRESS OF THE PROPERTY APPRAISED:
435 E. Gardena Blvd Space #55

Gardena, CA 90248

EFFECTIVE DATE OF THE APPRAISAL: April 20, 2021

APPRAISED VALUE OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY $ 135,000

APPRAISER

A
iy -
Signature: ;/}////A/_’/‘/j

Name: Babkén Azizyari

State Certification #

orLicense# AL039186

or Other (describe): State #:

State: CA

Expiration Date of Certification or License: 06/01/2022

Date of Signature and Report:  April 20, 2021

Date of Property Viewing:

Degree of property viewing:

D Interior and Exterior D Exterior Only D Did not personally view

SUPERVISORY APPRAISER

Signature:
Name:
State Certification #

or License #

State:

Expiration Date of Certification or License:
Date of Signature:

Date of Property Viewing:
Degree of property viewing:
D Interior and Exterior

D Exterior Only D Did not personally view

Produced using ACI software, 800.234.8727 www.aciweb.com
Page 4 of 4 (gPAR™) General Purpose Appraisal Report 05/2010
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ADDENDUM

Client: Debora Fore File No.: Gardena-BA
Property Address: 435 E. Gardena Blvd Space #55 Case No.: 6051970
City: Gardena State: CA Zip: 90248

Neighborhood Market Conditions

Generally marketing conditions within the neighborhood are Stable, typical financing exists, predominantly
consisting of conventional fixed and ARM's. Marketing time is approximately 1-6 months. Marketing analysis of
comparative properties indicate that property values are Stable; according to market data properties are selling
within about 10% of listing price with some properties selling at or below asking price. Concessions such as seller
paying buyer's non recurring closing costs are not uncommon. Supply and demand appear to be in balance. No
other adverse market conditions noted.

Comments on Sales Comparison

The sales utilized within the area were all considered good comparables located within the city of Carson, CA. Land areas
were adjusted at $1.00 per square foot. Building areas were adjusted at $40.00 per square foot based upon a depreciated
building cost. All of the comparables were given equal weight in determining the subject property's market value. Bathrooms
and bedrooms adjusted at $10,000 per room. Garages adjusted at $5,000 per door. Fireplaces adjusted at $2,500. Location
adjustments based on matched pair analysis and adjusted according to variation in traffic pattern. All comparables were built
in a similar time era and using similar building techniques. Condition adjustments are based on appraisers inspection of
subject property and information gathered from Realist/MLS on comparable properties. Adjustments will vary in appraisers
estimate to equalize/balance comparable sale properties to subject property condition. Short sale and REO comparable are
considered typical for this market/area. Appraiser did drive by all comparable sales. Some or all comparable photos may be
acquired from MLS. MLS photos are a better representation of the condition and design (style) at date/time of sale of the
comparables.

Extra Comments

Digital Signature

Comments on the digital signature

Our appraisals are digitally signed. This digital signature requires a security

password known only by me, Babken Azizyan. Copies of the digitally signed appraisal may be delivered
electronically; however, no changes can be made by anyone other than me, to any portion of the appraisal, once
it has been digitally signed. The digital signature used on the appraisal is an accurate representation

of my signature.

Thank you,

Babken Azizyan
CA license #AL039186

Addendum Page 1 of 1




DIMENSION LIST ADDENDUM

Client: Debora Fore

File No.:

Gardena-BA

Property Address: 435 E. Gardena Blvd Space #55

Case No.: 6051970

City: Gardena State: CA Zip: 90248
GROSS BUILDING AREA (GBA) 940
GROSS LIVING AREA (GLA) 940
Area(s) Area % of GLA | % of GBA
Living 940 100.00
Level 1 940 100.00 | 100.00
Level 2 0 0.00 0.00
Level 3 0 0.00 0.00
Other 306 32.55 32.55
GBA
Basement D 0
Garage ) 400
O
Area Measurements Area Type
Measurements Factor Total Level 1 Level2 Level3 Other | Bsmt. Garage

20.00 x 47.00 x _1.00
X

940.00

(O OO O~

OO0000000C0O00O00OOCCoLOOoooOOUCoLUOoUfOoUCOLUOLOCOOoO

OO000000O0O00000OC0CO0OCCoLUOooOOOUCooUUoUfoLUCOLUOOLUOOOO
OO000000O0O00000OC0CO0OCCoLUOooOOOUCooUUoUfoLUCOLUOOLUOOOO

OO000000O0O0O0000OC0O0OCCOLUOooOOOUCooUUoUfoLUCOLUOOLUOOOO
OO000000O0O0O0000OC0O0OCCOLUOooOOOUCooUUoUfoLUCOLUOOLUOOOO
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SUBJECT PROPERTY PHOTO ADDENDUM

Client: Debora Fore File No.: Gardena-BA
Property Address: 435 E. Gardena Blvd Space #55 Case No.: 6051970
City: Gardena State: CA Zip: 90248

FRONT VIEW OF
SUBJECT PROPERTY

Appraised Date: April 20, 2021
Appraised Value: $ 135,000

REAR VIEW OF
SUBJECT PROPERTY

STREET SCENE




1 Day Home Appraisal

Client: Debora Fore File No.: Gardena-BA
Property Address: 435 E. Gardena Blvd Space #55 Case No.: 6051970
City: Gardena State: CA Zip: 90248

Kitchen Living Room

Bathroom Bedroom




COMPARABLE PROPERTY PHOTO ADDENDUM

Client: Debora Fore

File No.: Gardena-BA

Property Address: 435 E. Gardena Blvd Space #55

Case No.: 6051970

City: Gardena

State: CA Zip: 90248

:;_:',__;'km

B 1
Hi
) il
L]

i

COMPARABLE SALE #1

17700 Avalon Blvd Unit#150
Carson

Sale Date: 12-18-2020

Sale Price: $ 150,000

COMPARABLE SALE #2

17701 Avalon Unit#76
Carson

Sale Date: 12-15-2020
Sale Price: $ 199,000

COMPARABLE SALE #3

17701 Avalon Blvd Unit#288
Carson

Sale Date: 11-03-2020

Sale Price: $ 140,000




COMPARABLE PROPERTY PHOTO ADDENDUM

Client: Debora Fore File No.: Gardena-BA
Property Address: 435 E. Gardena Blvd Space #55 Case No.: 6051970
City: Gardena State: CA Zip: 90248

COMPARABLE SALE #4

17700 Avalon Blvd Unit#115
Carson

Sale Date: 04-10-2021

Sale Price: $ 170,000

COMPARABLE SALE #5

Sale Date: 2020
Sale Price: $ 0

COMPARABLE SALE #6

Sale Date: 2020
Sale Price: $ 0




FLOORPLAN SKETCH

Client: Debora Fore

File No.: Gardena-BA

Property Address: 435 E. Gardena Blvd Space #55

Case No.: 6051970

City: Gardena

State: CA

Zip: 90248

LY

20'

Bedroom

Bedroom

Bath

Bedroom

Ent

Kitchen

Living

47

20

First Floor

First Floor
Total Living Area (rounded):

Area Calculation

240 ft* First Floor
940 ft°|H 20x

% 1,00 = 940 ft7
47 % 1.00= 940 fi*)

13728 Proctor Avenue # D, La Puente, CA 91746 323-707-8188




PLAT MAP

Client: Debora Fore

File No.: Gardena-BA
Property Address: 435 E. Gardena Blvd Space #55 Case No.: 6051970
City: Gardena State: CA Zip: 90248
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LOCATION MAP

Client: Debora Fore

File No.:

Gardena-BA

Property Address: 435 E. Gardena Blvd Space #55

Case No.: 6051970

City: Gardena

State: CA

Zip: 90248
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1 Day Home Appraisals

323-707-8188

6051970
File No. Gardena-BA

*kkkkkhkkk INVOICE *kkkkkkkk

File Number; Gardena-BA

Debora Fore
435 E. Gardena Blvd Space #55
Gardena, CA 90248

Invoice # : 0138766365
Order Date : April 18, 2021
Reference/Case #: 6051970

PO Number :

435 E. Gardena Blvd Space #55
Gardena, CA 90248

Full Appraisal

Invoice Total

State Sales Tax @
Deposit

Deposit

Amount Due

Terms: Appraisal ordered by client. Terms: Net due ASAP.

Please Make Check Payable To:
1 Day Home Appraisals

13728 Proctor Avenue # D

La Puente, CA 91746

Fed. I.D. #: On file

April 20, 2021

$ 375.00
S
$ 375.00
$ 0.00
($ 375.00 )
¢ )
$ 0.00

13728 Proctor Avenue # D, La Puente, CA 91746 323-707-8188




Manufactured Home Appraisal Report File #

The purpose of this summary appraisal report is to provide the lender/client with an accurate, and adequately supported, opinion of the market value of the subject property.

Properly Address City State Zip Code

Borrower QOwner of Public Record County

L egal Description

Assessor's Parcel # Tax Year R.E. Taxes $

Neighborhood Name Map Reference Census Tract

3 Occupant [] Owner [ Tenant []Vacant Project Type (if applicable) [_] PUD [] Condominium [} Cooperative [ ] Other (describe)
its $ HOA S "I peryear [Z] per month

é Property Rights Appraised [_] Fee Simple [ ] Leasehold [] Other (describe)

P8 Assignment Type [_] Purchase Transaction [] Refinance Transaction [T] Other {describe)

Ll | ender/Client Address

Is the subject property currently offered for sale or has it been offered for sale in the twelve months prior to the effective date of this appraisal? [ Yes []No

Report data source(s) used, offering price(s), and date(s).

Manufactured homes located in either a condominium or cooperative project require the appraiser to inspect the project and complete the Project Information section of the
Individual Condominium Unit Appraisal Report or the Individual Cooperative Interest Appraisal Report and attach it as an addendum fo this report.

1 [ did [] did not analyze the contract for sale for the subject purchase transaction. Explain the results of the analysis of the contract for sale or why the analysis was not
performed.

g Contract Price § Date of Contract Is the property seller the owner of public record? [ ]Yes [ JNo Data Source(s)
Ll s there any financial assistance (joan charges, sale concessions, gift or downpayment assistance, etc.) to be paid by any party on behalf of the borrower? []Yes [ INo
B i1 Yes, report the fotal dollar amount and describe the items fo be paid.

1 [ did [] did not analyze the manufacturer’s invoice. Explain the results of the analysis of the manufacturer's invoice or why the analysis was not performed.

Retailer's Name (New Construction)
Note: Race and the racial composition of the neighborhood are not appraisal factors.

Neighborhood Characteristics Manufactured Housing Trends Manufactured Housing | Present Land Use %
Miiocation [JUban ] Suburban [] Rural Property Values [ ]Increasing [[] Stable [ Declining PRICE AGE  |One-Unit %
f BuitUp [ Over75% [[]25-75% [} Under 25% |Demand/Supply [} Shortage  [[]in Balance ] Over Supply | § (000) (yrs)  {2-4 Unit %
PSGrowth [JRapd []Stable [JSow Marketing Time [} Under 3mths []3-6 mths [[] Over 6 mths Low Multi-Family %
[l Neighborhood Boundaries High Commercial %
Pred. Other %
Neighborhood Description

Market Conditions (including support for the above conclusions)

Dimensions Area Shape View

Specific Zoning Classification Zoning Description

Zoning Compliance []Legal [ ] Legal Nonconforming (Grandfathered Use) [_] No Zoning [] lllegal (describe)

Is the highest and best use of the subject property as improved (or as proposed per plans and specifications) the presentuse? [ ]Yes []1No [f No, describe

Utilities Public Other (describe) Public Other (describe) Off-site Improvements—Type Public  Private
Electricity [ ] Water ] ] Street [ []
Gas (M) O Sanitary Sewer [} [H] Alley [l [l
FEMA Special Flood Hazard Area [_]Yes [} No FEMA Flood Zone FEMA Map # FEMA Map Date

Are the utilities and off-site improvements typical for the market area? []Yes [1No If No, describe

Is the site size, shape and topography generally conforming to and acceptable in the market area? [] Yes [T] No If No, explain

Is there adequate vehicular acoess to the subject property? [ Yes [[] No Hf No, describe

Is the street properly maintained? [ ] Yes ["] No If No, describe

Are there any adverse site conditions or extemal factors {easements, encroachments, environmental conditions, land uses, etc.)? []Yes [JNo If Yes, describe

The HUD Data Plate/Compliance Certificate is located on the interior of the subject and contains, among other things, the manufacturer's name, frade/modef name, year
manufactured and serial number. The HUD Certification Label is located on the exterior of each section of the home.

Is the HUD Data Plate/Compliance Certificate attached to the dwelling? [[]Yes [[] No If Yes, identify the location. If No, provide the data source(s) for the HUD Data
[\ Plate/Compliance Certificate information.

Is a HUD Cerlification Label attached to the exterior of each section of the dwelling? [[] Yes [J No If No, provide the data source(s) for the HUD Certification Label #'s

Manufacturer's Serial #(s)/VIN #(s)
i HUD Cerification Label #(s)
Iy Manufacturer's Name Trade/Model Date of Manufacture

Al Do the Wind, Roof Load, and Thermal Zones meet the minimum HUD requirements for the location of the subject property? [] Yes [_] No If No, explain
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General Description Foundation Exterior Description materials/condition | interior  materialsicondition
#of Units [[] One [[] Additions "] Poured Concrete '] Congrete Runners | Skirting Floors
#of Stories [11 [J2 L[] Other ["1 Block & Pier [] Other-att. description | Exterior Walls Walls
Design {Style) [1 Full Basement [] Partial Basement  |Roof Surface Trim/Finish
#of Sections [J1 [J2 [13 Basement Area sq. f. | Gutters & Downspouls Bath Floor
] Other Basement Finish % | Window Type Bath Wainscot
Type [JDet [JAt. []S-Det/End Unit{[Z] Outside Entry/Exit [J Sump Pump Storm Sash/insulated Car Storage [ None
[} Existing [] Proposed [} Under Const. |Evidence of [] Infestation Screens ] Driveway #of Cars
Effective Age (Yrs) ["] Dampness [] Settiement Doors Driveway Surface
["1 None Heating [ JFWA [JHWBB [_]Radiant | Amenities [] WoodStove(s) # [} Garage #of Cars
[ Stairs [ Other [Fuel [ Fireplace(s)#  [[] Fence ] Carportt  #of Cars
[ Scuttie Cooling [[] Central Air Conditioning ["] Patio/Deck ] Parch [JAttached [} Detached
[ Heated T Individual [ Other ] Pool "1 Other [CIBuilt-in
Appliances [_|Refrigerator [ JRange/Oven [ |Dishwasher [ |Disposal [ |Microwave [ [Washer/Dryer [ [Cther (describe)
Finished area above grade contains: Rooms Bedrooms Bath(s) Square Feet of Gross Living Area Above Grade

Describe any additions or modifications (decks, rooms, remodeling, efc.)

Installer's Name Date Installed Model Year
Is the manufactured home attached 1o a permanent foundation system? [ ] Yes [ ] No If No, describe the foundation sytem and the manner of attachment.

Have the towing hitch, wheels, and axles been removed? [ ] Yes [[]No If No, explain

Is the manufactured home permanently connected to a septic tank or sewage system and other utilities? []Yes [1No If No, explain

ABHZMAMCOG O -

Does the dwelling have sufficient gross fiving area and room dimensions to be acceptable to the market? []Yes [T]No If No, explain

Additional features (special energy efficient items, non-realty items, efc.)

The appraiser must rate the quality of construction for the subject unit based on objective criteria (such as N.A.D.A. Manufactured Housing Appraisal Guide®, Marshall &
Swift Residential Cost Handbook®, or other published cost service). The appraiser must also report the source used for this quality of construction rating determination.
Quality [ ]Poor [JFair [[]Average [[]Good [] Excellent Identify source of quality rating

Describe the condition of the property (including needed repairs, deterioration, renovations, remodeling, etc.).

Are there any physical deficiencies or adverse conditions that affect the livability, soundness, or structural integrity of the property? []Yes []No If Yes, describe

Does the property generally conform to the neighborhood (functional utility, style, condition, use, construction, etc.)? []Yes [[]No if No, describe

Provide adequate information for the lender/client to replicate the below cost figures and calculations.
Support for the opinion of site value (summary of comparable land sales or other methods for estimating site value)

ESTIMATED [T] REPRODUCTION OR [ ] REPLACEMENT COST NEW
Source of cost data Effective date of cost data Quality rating from cost service

OPINION OF SITE VALUE $ Exterior Dimensions of the Subject Unit
Section One S @ $ $ X = Sq. ft.
Section Two Sq.ft@ § $ X = Sq. ft.
-8 Section Three St @ $ $ X = Sq. ft
g Section Four Se.fl.@ § S X = Sq. ft.
T $ Total Gross Living Area: Sg. fl
A $ Other Data Identification
[ $ N.A.D.A. Data Identification Info: Edition Mo: Y.
; Sub-total: |§ MH State: [Region: [Size: fl.x fl.
[¢] Cost Multiplier (if applicable):] x Gray pg. IWhite pg. Black SVS pg.
2 Modified Sub-total: 15 years and older Conversion Chart pg. Yellow pg.
H Physical Depreciation or Condition Modifier; Comments
Functional Obsolescence (not used for NAD.A.):
External Depreciation or State Location Modifier:
Delivery, Installation, and Setup {not used for N.A.D.A):|$
Other Depreciated Site Improvements: |$
Market Value of Subject Site (as supported above): {$
Indicated Value by Cost Approach: |$ Estimated Remaining Economic Life (HUD and VA only) Years

Summary of Cost Approach
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Manufactured Home Appraisal Report File #
There are comparable properties currently offered for sale in the subject neighborhood ranging in price from § to §
There are comparable sales in the subject neighborhood within the past twelve months ranging in sale price from § o
FEATURE | SUBJECT COMPARABLE SALE #1 COMPARABLE SALE #2 COMPARABLE SALE #3

Address

Proximity to Subject
Sale Price $ $ $ $
Sale Price/Gross Liv. Area sq. 1S sq. f. $ sq. ft. $ sq. ft
Manufactured Home COYes [INo ClYes [INo [dYes [JNo
Data Source(s)
Verification Source(s)
VALUE ADJUSTMENTS DESCRIPTION | DESCRIPTION | +{-) S Adjustment | DESCRIPTION | +-)$ Adjustment | DESCRIPTION | +(-) § Adjustment
Sale or Financing
Concessions
Date of Sale/Time
Location
Leasehold/Fee Simple
Site

View

Design (Style)

Quality of Construction

Rzl

Total | Bdrms. | Baths | Total | Bdmns. | Baths Total | Bdims. | Baths Total |Bdms. | Baths
s
I Gross Living Area sq. ft. sq. fl, sq. ft. sq. .
8 Basement & Finished
bl Rooms Below Grade
[+l Functional Utility
3 Heating/Cooling
[} Energy Efficient Items
2 Garage/Carport
W Porch/Patio/Deck
°
N
ol et Adjusiment (Total) O+ TI- 15 B+ OI- s OO+ - s
P Net Adj. % Net Adj. % Net Adj. %
R GrossAdi. % | GrossAdj. % | GrossAdi.  %1$
IR [ ] did [ ] did not research the sale or transfer history of the subject property and comparable sales. If not, explain
i
My research [_] did {_] did not reveal any prior sales or transfers of the subject property for the three years prior to the effective date of this appraisal.
Data source(s)
My research [_] did [_] did not reveal any prior sales or transfers of the comparable sales for the year prior to the date of sale of the comparable sale.
Data source(s)
Report the results of the research and analysis of the prior sale or transfer history of the subject property and comparable sales {report additional prior sales on page 4).
ITEM SUBJECT COMPARABLE SALE # 1 COMPARABLE SALE #2 COMPARABLE SALE #3
Date of Prior Sale/Transfer
Price of Prior Sale/Transfer
Data Source(s)
Effective Date of Data Source(s)
Analysis of prior sale or fransfer history of the subject property and comparable sales
Summary of Sales Comparison Approach
Indicated Value by Sales Comparison Approach $
Indicated Value by:  Sales Comparison Approach $§ Cost Approach $ Income Approach (if developed) §

This appraisal is made [} “as is", [_] subject to completion per plans and specifications on the basis of a hypothetical condition that the improvements have been
completed, [] subject o the foliowing repairs or alterations on the basis of a hypothetical condition that the repairs or alterations have been completed, or ] subject to the

L following required inspection based on the extraordinary assumption that the condition or deficiency does not require alteration or repair.

é Based on a complete visual inspection of the interior and exterior areas of the subject property, defined scope of work, statement of assumptions and limiting
'R conditions, and appraiser’'s certification, my (our) opinion of the market value, as defined, of the real property that is the subject of this report is
, as of , which is the date of inspection and the effective date of this appraisal.
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A
D
D
i

T
1

[+
N
A
L

WHZMBTBOO

INCOME APPROACH TO VALUE {not required by Fannie Mae.)

Estimated Monthly Market Rent $ X Gross Rent Multiplier = § Indicated Value by Income Approach

Summary of Income Approach (including support for market rent and GRM)

PROJECT INFORMATION FOR PUDs (if applicable)

Is the developer/builder in control of the Homeowners' Association (HOA)? [1Yes []No Unit type(s) [ Detached [] Attached

Provide the following information for PUDs ONLY if the developer/builder is in control of the HOA and the subject property is an attached dwelling unit.

Legal name of project

oo

Total number of phases Total number of units Total number of units sold

Total number of units rented Total number of units for sale Data source(s)

Was the project created by the conversion of existing building(s) into a PUD? []Yes [T]No If Yes, date of conversion

Does the project contain any multi-dwelling units? []Yes []No Data source(s)

Are the units, common elements, and recreation facilities complete? [[] Yes [] No 1f No, describe the status of completion.

ZO—~=-P>RDOMEZ —

Are the common elements leased to or by the Homeowners' Association? 7] Yes []1No If Yes, describe the rental terms and options.

Describe common elements and recreational facilities.
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Manufactured Home Appraisal Report File#

This report form is designed to report an appraisai of a one-unit manufactured home; including a manufactured home in a
planned unit development (PUD). A Manufactured home located in either a condominium or cooperative project requires the
appraiser to inspect the project and complete the project information section of the Individual Condominium Unit Appraisal
Report or the Individual Cooperative Interest Appraisal Report and attach it as an addendum to this report.

This appraisal report is subject to the following scope of work, intended use, intended user, definition of market value,
statement of assumptions and limiting conditions, and certifications. Modifications, additions, or deletions to the intended
use, intended user, definition of market value, or assumptions and limiting conditions are not permitted. The appraiser may
expand the scope of work to include any additional research or analysis necessary based on the complexity of this appraisal
assignment. Modifications or deletions to the certifications are also not permitted. However, additional certifications that do
not constitute material alterations to this appraisal report, such as those required by law or those related to the appraiser's
continuing education or membership in an appraisal organization, are permitted.

SCOPE OF WORK: The scope of work for this appraisal is defined by the complexity of this appraisal assignment and the
reporting requirements of this appraisal report form, including the following definition of market value, statement of
assumptions and limiting conditions, and certifications. The appraiser must, at a minimum: (1) perform a complete visual
inspection of the interior and exterior areas of the subject property, (2) inspect the neighborhood, (3) inspect each of the
comparable sales from at least the street, (4) research, verify, and analyze data from reliable public and/or private sources,
and (5) report his or her analysis, opinions, and conclusions in this appraisal report.

INTENDED USE: The intended use of this appraisal report is for the lender/client to evaluate the property that is the
subject of this appraisal for a mortgage finance transaction.

INTENDED USER: The intended user of this appraisal report is the lender/client.

DEFINITION OF MARKET VALUE: The most probable price which a property should bring in a competitive and open
market under all conditions requisite to a fair sale, the buyer and seller, each acting prudently, knowledgeably and assuming
the price is not affected by undue stimulus. Implicit in this definition is the consummation of a sale as of a specified date and
the passing of title from seller to buyer under conditions whereby: (1) buyer and seller are typically motivated; (2) both parties
are well informed or well advised, and each acting in what he or she considers his or her own best interest; (3) a reasonable
time is allowed for exposure in the open market; (4) payment is made in terms of cash in U. S. dollars or in terms of financial
arrangements comparable thereto; and (5) the price represents the normal consideration for the property sold unaffected by
special or creative financing or sales concessions® granted by anyone associated with the sale.

*Adjustments to the comparables must be made for special or creative financing or sales concessions. No adjustments are
necessary for those costs which are normally paid by sellers as a result of tradition or law in a market area; these costs are
readily identifiable since the seller pays these costs in virtually all sales transactions. Special or creative financing
adjustments can be made to the comparable property by comparisons to financing terms offered by a third party institutional
lender that is not already involved in the property or transaction. Any adjustment should not be calculated on a mechanical
dollar for dollar cost of the financing or concession but the dollar amount of any adjustment should approximate the market's
reaction to the financing or concessions based on the appraiser’s judgment.

STATEMENT OF ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITING CONDITIONS: The appraiser’s certification in this report is subject
to the following assumptions and limiting conditions:

1. The appraiser will not be responsible for matters of a legal nature that affect either the property being appraised or the title
to it, except for information that he or she became aware of during the research involved in performing this appraisal. The
appraiser assumes that the title is good and marketable and will not render any opinions about the title.

2. The appraiser has provided a sketch in this appraisal report to show approximate dimensions of the improvements. The
sketch is included only to assist the reader in visualizing the property and understanding the appraiser's determination of its
size.

3. The appraiser has examined the available flood maps that are provided by the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(or other data sources) and has noted in this appraisal report whether any portion of the subject site is focated in an identified
Special Flood Hazard Area. Because the appraiser is not a surveyor, he or she makes no guarantees, express or implied,
regarding this determination.

4. The appraiser will not give testimony or appear in court because he or she made an appraisal of the property in question,
uniess specific arrangements to do so have been made beforehand, or as otherwise required by law.

5. The appraiser has noted in this appraisal report any adverse conditions (such as needed repairs, deterioration, the
presence of hazardous wastes, toxic substances, etc.) observed during the inspection of the subject property or that he or
she became aware of during the research involved in performing this appraisal. Unless otherwise stated in this appraisal
report, the appraiser has no knowledge of any hidden or unapparent physical deficiencies or adverse conditions of the
property (such as, but not limited to, needed repairs, deterioration, the presence of hazardous wastes, toxic substances,
adverse environmental conditions, etc.) that would make the property less valuable, and has assumed that there are no such
conditions and makes no guarantees or warranties, express or implied. The appraiser will not be responsible for any such
conditions that do exist or for any engineering or testing that might be required to discover whether such conditions exist.
Because the appraiser is not an expert in the field of environmental hazards, this appraisal report must not be considered as
an environmental assessment of the property.

6. The appraiser has based his or her appraisal report and valuation conclusion for an appraisal that is subject to satisfactory
completion, repairs, or alterations on the assumption that the completion, repairs, or aiterations of the subject property will be
performed in a professional manner.
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APPRAISER’S CERTIFICATION: The Appraiser certifies and agrees that:

1. I have, at a minimum, developed and reported this appraisal in accordance with the scope of work requirements stated in
this appraisal report.

2. | performed a complete visual inspection of the interior and exterior areas of the subject property. | reported the condition
of the improvements in factual, specific terms. | identified and reported the physical deficiencies that could affect the livability,
soundness, or structural integrity of the property.

3. | performed this appraisal in accordance with the requirements of the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice
that were adopted and promulgated by the Appraisal Standards Board of The Appraisal Foundation and that were in place at
the time this appraisal report was prepared.

4. | developed my opinion of the market value of the real property that is the subject of this report based on the sales
comparison approach to value. | also developed the cost approach to value as support for the sales comparison approach. |
have adequate comparable market and cost data to develop reliable sales comparison and cost approaches for this
appraisal assignment. | further certify that | considered the income approach to value but did not develop it, unless otherwise
indicated in this report.

5. | researched, verified, analyzed, and reported on any current agreement for sale for the subject property, any offering for
sale of the subject property in the twelve months prior to the effective date of this appraisal, and the prior sales of the subject
property for a minimum of three years prior to the effective date of this appraisal, unless otherwise indicated in this report.

6. | researched, verified, analyzed, and reported on the prior sales of the comparable sales for a minimum of one year prior
to the date of sale of the comparable sale, uniess otherwise indicated in this report.

7. | selected and used comparable sales that are locationally, physically, and functionally the most similar to the subject property.

8. I have not used comparable sales that were the result of combining a land sale with the contract purchase price of a home that
has been built or will be built on the fand.

9. | have reported adjustments to the comparable sales that reflect the market's reaction to the differences between the subject
property and the comparable sales.

10. | verified, from a disinterested source, all information in this report that was provided by parties who have a financial interest in
the sale or financing of the subject property.

11. I have knowledge and experience in appraising this type of property in this market area.

12. 1 am aware of, and have access to, the necessary and appropriate public and private data sources, such as multiple listing
services, tax assessment records, public land records and other such data sources for the area in which the property is located.

13. | obtained the information, estimates, and opinions furnished by other parties and expressed in this appraisal report from
reliable sources that | believe to be true and correct.

14. | have taken into consideration the factors that have an impact on vaiue with respect to the subject neighborhood, subject
property, and the proximity of the subject property to adverse influences in the development of my opinion of market value. |
have noted in this appraisal report any adverse conditions (such as, but not limited to, needed repairs, deterioration, the
presence of hazardous wastes, toxic substances, adverse environmental conditions, etc.) observed during the inspection of the
subject property or that | became aware of during the research involved in performing this appraisal. | have considered these
adverse conditions in my analysis of the property value, and have reported on the effect of the conditions on the value and
marketability of the subject property.

15. | have not knowingly withheld any significant information from this appraisal report and, to the best of my knowledge, all
statements and information in this appraisal report are true and correct.

186. | stated in this appraisal report my own personal, unbiased, and professional analysis, opinions, and conclusions, which
are subject only to the assumptions and limiting conditions in this appraisal report.

17. I have no present or prospective interest in the property that is the subject of this report, and | have no present or
prospective personal interest or bias with respect to the participants in the transaction. | did not base, either partially or
completely, my analysis and/or opinion of market value in this appraisal report on the race, color, religion, sex, age, marital
status, handicap, familial status, or national origin of either the prospective owners or occupants of the subject property or of the
present owners or occupants of the properties in the vicinity of the subject property or on any other basis prohibited by law.

18. My employment and/or compensation for performing this appraisal or any future or anticipated appraisals was not
conditioned on any agreement or understanding, written or otherwise, that | would report (or present analysis supporting) a
predetermined specific value, a predetermined minimum value, a range or direction in value, a value that favors the cause of
any party, or the attainment of a specific result or occurrence of a specific subsequent event (such as approval of a pending
mortgage loan application).

19. | personally prepared all conclusions and opinions about the real estate that were set forth in this appraisal report. If |
relied on significant real property appraisal assistance from any individual or individuals in the performance of this appraisal
or the preparation of this appraisal report, | have named such individual(s) and disclosed the specific tasks performed in this
appraisal report. | certify that any individual so named is qualified to perform the tasks. | have not authorized anyone to make
a change to any item in this appraisal report; therefore, any change made to this appraisal is unauthorized and ! will take no
responsibility for it.

20. | identified the lender/client in this appraisal report who is the individual, organization, or agent for the organization that
ordered and will receive this appraisal report.
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21. The lender/client may disclose or distribute this appraisal report to: the borrower; another lender at the request of the
borrower; the mortgagee or its successors and assigns; mortgage insurers; government sponsored enterprises; other
secondary market participants; data collection or reporting services; professional appraisal organizations; any department,
agency, or instrumentality of the United States; and any state, the District of Columbia, or other jurisdictions; without having to
obtain the appraiser’s or supervisory appraiser’s (if applicable) consent. Such consent must be obtained before this appraisal
report may be disclosed or distributed to any other party (including, but not limited to, the public through advertising, public
relations, news, sales, or other media).

22. | am aware that any disclosure or distribution of this appraisal report by me or the lender/client may be subject to certain
laws and regulations. Further, | am also subject to the provisions of the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice

that pertain to disclosure or distribution by me.

23. The borrower, another lender at the request of the borrower, the mortgagee or its successors and assigns, mortgage
insurers, government sponsored enterprises, and other secondary market participants may rely on this appraisal report as part
of any mortgage finance transaction that involves any one or more of these parties.

24. If this appraisal report was transmitted as an “electronic record” containing my “electronic signature,” as those terms are
defined in applicable federal and/or state laws (exciuding audio and video recordings), or a facsimile transmission of this
appraisal report containing a copy or representation of my signature, the appraisal report shall be as effective, enforceable and
valid as if a paper version of this appraisal report were delivered containing my original hand written signature.

25. Any intentional or negligent misrepresentation(s) contained in this appraisal report may result in civil liability and/or
criminal penalties including, but not limited to, fine or imprisonment or both under the provisions of Title 18, United States
Code, Section 1001, et seq., or similar state laws.

SUPERVISORY APPRAISER’S CERTIFICATION: The Supervisory Appraiser certifies and agrees that:

1. I directly supervised the appraiser for this appraisal assignment, have read the appraisal report, and agree with the appraiser’s
analysis, opinions, statements, conclusions, and the appraiser's certification.

2. I accept full responsibility for the contents of this appraisal report including, but not limited to, the appraiser’s analysis, opinions,
statements, conclusions, and the appraiser’s certification.

3. The appraiser identified in this appraisal report is either a sub-contractor or an employee of the supervisory appraiser (or the
appraisal firm), is qualified to perform this appraisal, and is acceptable to perform this appraisal under the applicable state law.

4, This appraisal report complies with the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice that were adopted and
promulgated by the Appraisal Standards Board of The Appraisal Foundation and that were in place at the time this appraisal

report was prepared.

5. If this appraisal report was transmitted as an “electronic record” containing my “electronic signature,” as those terms are
defined in applicable federal and/or state laws (excluding audio and video recordings), or a facsimile transmission of this
appraisal report containing a copy or representation of my signature, the appraisal report shall be as effective, enforceable and
valid as if a paper version of this appraisal report were delivered containing my original hand written signature.

APPRAISER

Signature

Name

Company Name

Company Address

SUPERVISORY APPRAISER (ONLY IF REQUIRED)

Signature
Name
Company Name
Company Address

Telephone Number

Email Address

Date of Signature and Report

Effective Date of Appraisal

State Certification #

or State License #

Telephone Number
Email Address
Date Signature
State Certification #
or State License #
State

or Other

State

Expiration Date of Certification or License

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY APPRAISED

APPRAISED VALUE OF SUBJECT PROPERTY $

LENDER/CLIENT
Name

Company Name

Company Address

Email Address

Expiration Date of Certification or License

SUBJECT PROPERTY

[[J Did not inspect subject property

[ Did inspect exterior of subject property from street
Date of Inspection

[1 Did inspect interior and exterior of subject property
Date of Inspection

COMPARABLE SALES

[[] Did not inspect exterior of comparable sales from street

[7] Did inspect exterior of comparable sales from street
Date of Inspection
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Instructions

Manufactured Home Appraisal Report

This report form is designed to report an appraisal of a one-unit manufactured home; including a manufactured home in a planned unit development (PUD)
based on an interior and exterior inspection of the subject property. A Manufactured home located in either a condorninium or cooperative project requires
the appraiser to inspect the project and complete the project information section of the Individual Condominium Unit Appraisal Report or the Individual
Cooperative Interest Appraisal Report and attach it as an addendum to this report.

Learn How to Use the New Market Conditions Addendum
Gain an understanding of and recognize the sources of market information necessary to analyze market conditions. Our new recorded training is organized
1o address the Market Conditions Addendum (Form 1004MC), effective April 1, 2009, section by section.

View Recorded Tutorial

Modifications, Additions, or Deletions

This appraisal report is subject to the following scope of work, intended use, intended user, definition of market value, statement of assumptions and limiting
conditions, and certifications. Modifications, additions, or deletions to the intended use, intended user, definition of market value, or assumnptions and limiting
conditions are not permitted. The appraiser may expand the scope of work to include any additional research or analysis necessary based on the complexity
of this appraisal assignment. Modifications or deletions to the certifications are also not permitted. However, additional certifications that do not constitute
material alterations to this appraisal report, such as those required by law or those refated to the appraiser's continuing education or membership in an
appraisal organization are penmitted.

Scope of Work

The scope of work for this appraisal is defined by the complexity of this appraisal assignment and the reporting requirements of this appraisal report form,
including the following definition of market value, statement of assumptions and limiting conditions, and certifications. The appraiser must, at a minimum: 1)
perform a complete visual inspection of the interior and exterior areas of the subject property, (2) inspect the neighborhood, (3) inspect each of the
comparable sales from at least the street, (4) research, verify, and analyze data from reliable public and/or private sources, and (5) report his or her analysis,
opinions, and conclusions in this appraisal report.

Required Exhibits

= Astreet map that shows the location of the subject property and of all comparables that the appraiser used;

*  An exterior building sketch of the improvements that indicates the dimensions. The appraiser must also include calculations to show how he or she
arrived at the estimate for gross living area. A floor plan sketch that indicates the dimensions is required instead of the exterior building or unit sketch if
the fioor plan is atypical or functionally obsolete, thus limiting the market appeal for the property in comparison to competitive properties in the
neighborhood,;

»  Clear, descriptive photographs (either in black and white or color) that show the front, back, and a street scene of the subject property, and that are
appropriately identified. (Photographs must be originals that are produced either by photography or electronic imaging.);

+  Clear, descriptive photographs (either in black and white or color) that show the front of each comparable sale and that are appropriately identified.
Generally, photographs should be originals that are produced by photography or electronic imaging; however, copies of photographs from a multiple
listing service or from the appraiser's files are acceptable if they are clear and descriptive;

¢ Any other data--as an attachment or addendum to the appraisal report form—that are necessary to provide an adequately supported opinion of market
value.
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