Report to Mayor and City Council
Wednesday, June 16, 2021
Special Orders of the Day

SUBJECT:
..Title

CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING ON APPEAL OF CARSON PLANNING
COMMISSION  DECISION  ADOPTING  PLANNING  COMMISSION
RESOLUTION NO. 21-2708, CONDITIONALLY APPROVING RELOCATION
IMPACT REPORT NO. 04-19 FOR MITIGATION OF RELOCATION IMPACTS
OF CLOSURE OF RANCHO DOMINGUEZ MOBILE ESTATES (CITY
COUNCIL)

..Body
SUMMARY

This matter is an appeal by Mayor Pro Tem Jim Dear from a decision of the
Planning Commission dated April 27, 2021, conditionally approving RIR No. 04-
19 (the “RIR”) related to the determination of relocation impact mitigation
measures required to be taken by Carter-Spencer Enterprises, LLC (“Park
Owner”) in connection with closure of the Rancho Dominguez Mobile Estates
mobilehome park, an 81-space mobilehome park located at 425-435 E. Gardena
Boulevard (“Park”). This appeal relates solely to the determination of what
relocation impact mitigation benefits the Park owner must pay to Park residents
in closing the Park.

The City Council opened the public hearing on June 1, 2021, heard extensive
public testimony, and voted unanimously to continue the public hearing to
tonight's meeting, with direction to staff to obtain additional information and
propose a modified relocation benefit plan that is more specifically tailored to
mitigating the adverse impacts of the closure on all Park residents’ ability to find
replacement housing, based on assessment of their specific needs and
circumstances. Most notably, the City Council asked staff to consider and
account for any outstanding coach loans or debt, to ensure that no resident
experiences negative impacts to his or her benefits resulting from such a debt
that would preclude him or her from being able to obtain replacement housing.
The City Council also expressed interest in requiring an additional year beyond
what the Planning Commission required, for a total of two years, before the Park
can close.

Staff has implemented the City Council’'s direction and developed a staff-
recommended relocation benefit plan, embodied in the proposed resolution and
amended conditions attached to this report as Exhibit No. 5 — 5.A, which staff
believes achieves the objective of addressing all residents’ needs in a manner
that complies with applicable law.
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RECOMMENDATION

..Recommendation

TAKE the following actions:

1.

2.

TAKE any remaining public testimony.

CLOSE the public hearing.

. ADOPT Resolution No. 21-070, A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL

OF THE CITY OF CARSON, CALIFORNIA, MODIFYING, PURSUANT TO
CARSON MUNICIPAL CODE §9173.4(C)(2)(b), THE DECISION OF THE
CARSON PLANNING COMMISSION ADOPTING PLANNING COMMISSION
RESOLUTION NO. 21-2708 CONDITIONALLY APPROVING RELOCATION
IMPACT REPORT NO. 04-19 FOR MITIGATION OF RELOCATION
IMPACTS OF CLOSURE OF RANCHO DOMINGUEZ MOBILE ESTATES,
BY IMPOSING ADDITIONAL RELOCATION IMPACT MITIGATION
MEASURES, ALTERING THE PROOF OF PURCHASE PRICE
REQUIREMENTS, AND MAKING OTHER SPECIFIED MINOR
MODIFICATIONS, AND AFFIRMING THE DECISION IN ALL OTHER
RESPECTS (Exhibit No. 5 — 5.A).

..Body
ALTERNATIVES

1.

TAKE any other action the City Council deems appropriate, subject to the
requirements of applicable law.

BACKGROUND

1.

Planning Commission Decision

The Planning Commission decision is detailed at pp. 10-11 of the June 1,
2021 City Council staff report (Exhibit No. 1) and the Planning Commission
resolution attached thereto (Exhibit No. 1.B).

.June 1, 2021 Initial Council Hearing

On June 1, 2021, the City Council opened the public hearing and heard
extensive public comment. After doing so, the City Council decided to
continue the public hearing to June 16, 2021, and provided direction to staff
as summarized above and detailed below.

The City Council’'s overarching objective and directive was to ensure that the
proposed relocation impact mitigation measures are well-tailored to mitigating
the adverse impacts of the closure on all residents’ ability to find adequate
replacement housing as authorized by applicable state and local law,
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including with respect to residents who rent their coaches from the Park
Owner. The City Council noted that any potential loopholes or inadequacies
that could result in any resident becoming homeless or otherwise not being
properly accounted for with respect to their ability to find replacement housing
must be avoided and/or eliminated. As a means of achieving this objective,
the City Council directed staff to obtain information regarding any outstanding
coach "mortgages” (i.e., purchase money loans on the coaches) owed by
Park residents, and ensure that residents who owe such loans do not face
undue hardships resulting from these debts (e.g., as a result of such debts
being deducted from otherwise-payable benefit amounts. Also, the use of the
term “mortgage” here is because that is what the residents called them —
mobilehomes do not qualify for traditional mortgages, but obtain other types
of loans secured by the coach.)

Implementing the City Council’s direction, on June 9, 2021, staff issued a
survey to Park residents requesting coach mortgage information. The form of
the survey is attached hereto as Exhibit No. 2. As of the writing of this report,
staff has received twelve (12) responses, of which three (3) reported
outstanding coach mortgage balances of $3,300.00, $28,444.26, and
$52,561.63. The response letters are attached hereto as Exhibit No. 3.

The City Council also provided direction to staff to explore the potential for
modifying the proposed mitigation measure regarding the time that must
elapse before the Park can close, to increase the time from one year to two
years.

Staff is of the belief that the proposed resolution and conditions, discussed
below and attached hereto as Exhibit No. 5 — 5.A, addresses and achieves
the City Council’s directives and objectives.

3. Proposed Resolution.

A. Rent Differential Subsidy — Tiered Approach

The Planning Commission approved one year’s worth of rent differential
subsidy for all Eligible Resident Owners.

Staff believes that the most fair and appropriate way of imposing
additional relocation impact mitigation measures on the Park Owner is by
increasing the term of the rent differential subsidy benefit, because unlike
the Imperial Avalon closure, the Rancho Dominguez residents are not
being offered an “Option C” equivalent or other affordable housing benefit
package option by the Park Owner. The rent differential subsidy condition
can serve a similar purpose of helping mitigate the risk of homelessness
resulting to any resident from the Park closure, acting as a safeguard for
residents who would not otherwise have enough money to find
replacement housing.

Due to the severe difference between the rent-controlled space rents in
the Park and the cost of available housing in the vicinity of the Park (which
is all or nearly all market-rate), the average appraised on-site value of the
resident-owned coaches of just over $28,000, and the low-income status
of nearly all Park residents, staff believes that imposing additional rent
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subsidy for Eligible Resident Owners is necessary to mitigate the adverse
impacts of the Park closure on the residents’ ability to find adequate
replacement housing (whether that is in another mobilehome park or in an
apartment or condominium), and that although all residents will likely need
some quantum of subsidy beyond the otherwise-available benefits, the
need for the rent differential subsidy benefit is expected to be greatest
where the otherwise-available benefits are lowest. Also, due to nearly all
Park residents currently being low income, Staff believes it is more
appropriate for the term of the additional rent subsidy benefit to be
determined based on the quantum of Option B benefits that a resident
would otherwise receive, rather than based on household income.

The proposed resolution provides for modification of the relevant
conditions of approval to increase the term of the rent differential subsidy
benefit from one year to terms that reflect what staff refers to as a “tiered
approach,” as follows:

e For Eligible Resident Owners who would receive $40,000 or more in
Option B benefits (i.e., in their appraised value payment or purchase
price payment, as applicable): 2 total years of rent differential subsidy;

e For those who would receive $30,000 — $39,999.99: 2.5 years;
e For those who would receive $20,000 — $29,999.99: 3 years;
e For those would receive $10,000 — $19,999.99: 3.5 years;

e For those who would receive less than $10,000: 4 years.

The rent differential subsidy would be paid as a lump sum in two
installments as stated in Conditions No. 17 (i.e., the first 50% no later than
60 days prior to move-out and the remaining 50% no later than upon
move-out). The timing and lump sum nature of the rent differential subsidy
payments does not represent a modification from the conditions as
approved by the Planning Commission, because such conditions
established the lump sum nature of the payments as referenced in CMC
89128.21(E)(5) and provided (at Condition No. 17) for all mitigation
measures involving monetary payments to residents to be paid in
accordance with the aforementioned 50%/50% timing construct.

Importantly, the tiered approach accounts for any adverse impacts that
would otherwise arise from coach mortgages owed by Eligible Resident
Owners. Specifically, as the primary benefit under Option B, Eligible
Resident Owners would receive payment equal to the higher of (i) their
appraised on-site value or (ii) the purchase price they paid for their coach
(upon Sufficient Documented Proof), but in either event, the amount
payable would be net of any outstanding coach mortgage IF and only if
the Eligible Resident Owner chooses to transfer the mobilehome to the
Park Owner.
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Transferring the mobilehome to the Park Owner is necessary in order for
the Park Owner to take physical and financial responsibility for disposal or
disposition of the coach, so if the Eligible Resident Owner chooses not to
transfer the mobilehome to the Park Owner, the Eligible Resident Owner
will be responsible for disposal or disposition of the coach. This concept is
consistent with existing Condition No. 10(b)(vi) (which is renumbered to
10(b)(v) in the proposed amended conditions), but is made more clear in
the proposed amended version of Condition No. 10(b)(i).

The term of the rent differential subsidy is determined based on the
“Appraised Value Payment” or “Purchase Price Payment” that the resident
would receive under Option B; these terms are defined so as to
incorporate deduction of any coach mortgage or other applicable amount
owed by an Eligible Resident Owner who opts to transfer his or her coach
to the Park Owner, meaning the calculation of rent subsidy will account for
any such deduction.

As an example, an Eligible Resident Owner whose coach has an
appraised on-site value of $30,000 for a 2-bedroom unit, but who owes a
$15,000 mortgage on the coach, and who chooses to transfer the coach to
the Park Owner, would receive only $15,000 pursuant to Condition No.
10(b)(1). Under the proposed tiered approach, such resident would fall
within the $10,000-$19,999 bracket for purposes of calculation of the
subsidy and would thus be entitled to 3.5 years’ worth of subsidy
($82,200), as opposed to the 2.5 years ($78,000) the resident would have
received if he or she had not owed a coach mortgage (because in that
case, the resident would have received $30,000 pursuant to Condition No.
10(b)(1) and would have thus fallen within the $30,000-$39,999 bracket
for purposes of calculation of the subsidy). The $82,200 compensation is
calculated by adding $15,000 for the appraised on-site value to a rent
differential of $1,600 (the difference between a $2,000 market-rent for a 2-
bedroom minus $400 current rent for the mobilehome space) multiplied by
42 months (3.5 years multiplied by 12 months). The $78,000
compensation is calculated by adding $30,000 for the appraised on-site
value to a rent differential of $1,600 (the difference between a $2,000
market-rent for a 2-bedroom minus $400 current rent for the mobilehome
space) multiplied by 30 months (2.5 years multiplied by 12 months).

Accordingly, the proposed tiered approach inherently accounts for the
impacts of any outstanding coach mortgages that may be owed by Eligible
Resident Owners by increasing the subsidy term for any residents who
would be subject to deductions for such mortgages. Thus, although the
City Council may still wish to consider the coach mortgage information
obtained by staff in order to understand the precise effects of any
proposed benefit structure, the need to make individualized adjustments
based on coach mortgages would be lessened or eliminated by adopting
the proposed tiered approach.

Staff recommends the proposed tiered approach because it is well-tailored
to the objective of mitigating the adverse impacts of the Park’s closure on
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all residents, in that it awards an escalating rent differential subsidy level
corresponding to the degree of hardship that an Eligible Resident Owner
is anticipated to otherwise face as a result of the closure based on the
calculation of Option B appraised value/purchase price benefits.

B. Time Until Park Closure

As a further measure to mitigate the adverse impacts of the closure on
residents’ ability to find and relocate to alternative housing, the proposed
resolution requires an additional one year to elapse prior to Park closure,
thereby increasing the total time period to two years before the Park
Owner may compel any resident to vacate as a result of Park closure. This
benefit was suggested by MPT Dear during the June 1 hearing and is
recommended by staff, because it will allow the residents additional time
to prepare and make arrangements to find replacement housing based on
the relocation benefits they are provided before they are required to
vacate the Park.

In connection with this change, the proposed resolution has also been
modified to specify that notwithstanding this two-year time period, the
relocation specialist shall be available to assist Eligible Resident Owners
under both Options A and B commencing immediately upon
adoption/effectiveness of the proposed resolution.

C. Eligible Home Renters

Staff has confirmed that Eligible Home Renters (i.e., those residents who
are renting their coaches from the Park Owner) are not left out of the
relocation benefit plan. Under the proposed resolution, Eligible Home
Renters would receive a lump sum payment equal to one year’s worth of
rent differential subsidy with respect to the new tenancy (with rent
differential calculation based on HUD FMR as referenced in CMC
89128.21(E)(5), same as for Eligible Resident Owners), in addition to
payment of costs of moving personal property within the mobile home
based on the applicable federal fixed move schedule.

These benefits have not been increased from the Planning Commission
decision, because: (i) Eligible Home Renters are not subject to the City’s
mobile home space rent control regulations, meaning they currently pay
rates that have been freely negotiated with the Park Owner and that are
much closer to market rental rates than rent-controlled rental rates; (ii)
Eligible Home Renters do not own their coaches, and therefore are not
entitled to payment of “in-place market value” therefor pursuant to AB
2782; and (iii) the proposed benefits for Eligible Home Renters already
compare favorably with those that were awarded to coach renters in the
Imperial Avalon closure, in that Imperial Avalon renters were awarded only
costs of moving personal property within the mobilehome and not the one
year’'s worth of rent differential subsidy that is proposed for the Rancho
Dominguez Eligible Home Renters.

D. Required Proof of Purchase Price Documentation
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Finally, the proposed resolution would modify the conditions to change the
documentation required to establish proof of payment of a claimed
purchase price for purposes of qualifying to receive the Purchase Price
Benefit, applying a more precise and reliable standard of “Sufficient
Documented Proof” similar to that used in the Imperial Avalon Proceeding,
and to provide that in the event of any dispute regarding whether a given
resident has submitted “Sufficient Documented Proof,” the Special Master
would have final administrative authority to decide the matter.

The proposed maodifications to the conditions approved by the Planning
Commission are shown in redline in Exhibit “A” to the proposed resolution,
and are summarized in the proposed resolution (Exhibit No. 5 - 5.A). Aside
from these modifications, the proposed resolution would affirm the
Planning Commission decision in all other respects.

4. Appeal Hearing Notice.

Notice of the appeal hearing was sent via certified mail to the Park residents
and any nonresident owners of mobile homes in the Park on May 13, 2021,
in accordance with CMC §9128.21(D) & (F). Such notices were all confirmed
received by May 15, 2021. The notice was also posted at the Park on May
17, 2021. Notice was also provided to the applicant in accordance with CMC
§9128.21(D) & (F). On June 1, 2021, the public hearing was opened, and
after significant public testimony was heard, the hearing was continued to
June 16, 2021 at 5:00 pm, to be conducted at the same location and in the
same manner as on June 1, 2021. Accordingly, no re-noticing or further
noticing was required for this continued hearing date. Nonetheless, the City
issued courtesy notices of the continued hearing date in both English and
Spanish via hand delivery to the residents and coach owners on June 9,
2021.

FISCAL IMPACT
None.

EXHIBITS

1. June 1, 2021 City Council Staff Report, including attachments: (pgs. 9-162)
. Planning Commission Staff Report (April 27, 2021)
. Planning Commission Resolution No. 21-2708
. Planning Commission Hearing Minutes
. RSG Low- and Moderate-Income Housing Impact Analysis
. Correspondence with Applicant (as presented to Commission)
. Mayor Pro Tem Dear Appeal
. Notice of Completeness of Mayor Pro Tem Dear Appeal
. Guzman Appeal
Notice of Deficiency of Guzman Appeal
J Brabant Response Letter, May 26, 2021
K. Email Correspondence with Applicant dated May 12, 2021

TIOTMMUOUOW>
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L. Public Comment Letter
M. Resolution No. 21-070 (as proposed on June 1, 2021)

2. Resident Survey re: Outstanding Coach Mortgages (June 9, 2021) (pgs.
163-363)

3. Responses to Resident Survey re: Outstanding Coach Mortgages (pgs.364-
375)

4. Public Comment Letters (received for the June 16 continued hearing date)
(pg. 376)

5. Proposed Resolution No. 21-070 (pgs. 377-393)
A. Amended Conditions of RIR No. 04-19

Prepared by: Saied Naaseh, Community Development Director; City Attorney's
Office
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Report to Mayor and City Council
Tuesday, June 01, 2021
Special Orders of the Day

SUBJECT:
..Title

PUBLIC HEARING ON APPEAL OF CARSON PLANNING COMMISSION
DECISION ADOPTING PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 21-2708,
CONDITIONALLY APPROVING RELOCATION IMPACT REPORT NO. 04-19
FOR MITIGATION OF RELOCATION IMPACTS OF CLOSURE OF RANCHO
DOMINGUEZ MOBILE ESTATES (CITY COUNCIL)

..Body
SUMMARY

This matter is an appeal by Mayor Pro Tem Jim Dear from a decision of the
Planning Commission dated April 27, 2021, conditionally approving RIR No. 04-
19 (the “RIR”) related to the determination of relocation impact mitigation
measures required to be taken by Carter-Spencer Enterprises, LLC (“Park
Owner”) in connection with closure of the Rancho Dominguez Mobile Estates
mobilehome park, an 81-space mobilehome park located at 425-435 E. Gardena
Blvd (“Park”).

The operative appeal was filed by Mayor Pro Tem Jim Dear on April 28, 2021,
and accepted as complete on May 5, 2021. One other appeal was also filed, by
Ana Zuniga of Neighborhood Legal Services of Los Angeles on behalf of Park
resident Leopoldo Guzman (the “Guzman Appeal”), but Mayor Pro Tem Dear’s
appeal was accepted as complete before the Guzman appeal was filed on May
12, 2021. Although the Guzman appeal was incomplete/deficient due to non-
payment of the required application fee, the filer of the appeal has the opportunity
to be heard in connection with this appeal hearing. The contentions set forth in
the Guzman appeal are addressed in Section 8.B of the background section
(section V) of this report.

The Park Owner has stated it anticipates redeveloping the Park property into
“‘denser workforce housing and possible mixed use appropriate to the industrial
location.” Attached to the RIR as Exhibit “I,” the Park Owner has provided a
sitelyield study demonstrating potential redevelopment of the property from its
current 81 mobilehome spaces into 174 one, two and three-bedroom apartments.
However, the Park Owner has not applied to the City for approval of any
subsequent development project for the property, and has not indicated whether
the anticipated future development would include affordable housing units.

This appeal relates solely to the determination of what relocation impact
mitigation benefits the Park owner must pay to Park residents in closing the Park.

EXHIBIT NO. 1A
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RECOMMENDATION
..Recommendation

1. OPEN the public hearing.

2. TAKE public testimony.

3. CLOSE the public hearing.

4. ADOPT Resolution No. 21-070, A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL
OF THE CITY OF CARSON, CALIFORNIA, MODIFYING, PURSUANT TO
CARSON MUNICIPAL CODE §9173.4(C)(2)(b), THE DECISION OF THE
CARSON PLANNING COMMISSION ADOPTING PLANNING
COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 21-2708 CONDITIONALLY APPROVING
RELOCATION IMPACT REPORT NO. 04-19 FOR MITIGATION OF
RELOCATION IMPACTS OF CLOSURE OF RANCHO DOMINGUEZ
MOBILE ESTATES, BY IMPOSING ADDITIONAL RELOCATION IMPACT
MITIGATION MEASURES AND ALTERING THE PROOF OF PURCHASE
PRICE REQUIREMENTS, AND AFFIRMING THE DECISION IN ALL
OTHER RESPECTS (Exhibit No. 13).

..Body
ALTERNATIVES

1. TAKE any other action the City Council deems appropriate, subject to the
requirements of applicable law.

BACKGROUND
1. Park Overview

The Park is located on a 5.74 acre site on the north side of East Gardena Blvd.
between South Avalon Blvd. and Main St., and is comprised of two parcels, one
located in the M-L zone and one located in the M-L-D (Manufacturing-Light,
Design Overlay) zone. The parcels have a General Plan Land Use designation of
light industrial. The Park is a nonconforming use in the ML zone. Land uses
surrounding the Park are industrial. (See Exhibit 1, pp. 3-4).

57 of the mobilehomes in the Park are resident-owned, and the remaining 24 are
Park-owned.

2. RIR Application Process: Disputes with Applicant

The filing and processing of the RIR application, and the disputes between the
City and the applicant regarding, among other issues, the identity of the “person
or entity proposing the change in use” responsible for payment of mitigation, are
detailed in the Planning Commission Staff Report (Exhibit No. 1, including pp. 7-
10 thereof), Planning Commission Resolution (Exhibit No. 2), Planning
Commission Hearing Minutes (Exhibit No. 3) and the correspondence with the
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applicant that was presented to the Planning Commission (Exhibit No. 5), and will
not be restated here.

3. Legal Standard.

The City Council’s decision is subject to AB 2782, a bill that was signed by the
Governor on August 31, 2020, and that took effect as law on January 1, 2021.
AB 2782 amended several statutory provisions of state law applicable to
mobilehome park closures including, most notably, Government Code Section
65863.7. AB 2782 (without limitation) made the following key changes to
Government Code 865863.7:

e Added a requirement that a relocation impact report, rather than “address[ing]
the availability of adequate replacement housing in mobilehome parks and
relocation costs,” include “a replacement and relocation plan that adequately
mitigates the impact upon the ability of the displaced residents of the
mobilehome park to be converted or closed to find adequate housing in a
mobilehome park.” (Gov’t Code §65863.7(a)(1)).

e Added a requirement that “if a displaced resident cannot obtain adequate
housing in another mobilehome park, the person or entity proposing the
change of use shall pay to the displaced resident the in-place market value of
the displaced resident’s mobilehome.” (Gov’'t Code §65863.7(a)(2)).

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

e Added a requirement that a city legislative or advisory body, before approving
any closure/change of use, “make a finding as to whether or not approval of
the park closure and the park’s conversion into its intended new use, taking
into consideration both the impact report as a whole and the overall housing
availability within the local jurisdiction, will result in or materially contribute to
a shortage of housing opportunities and choices for low- and moderate-
income households within the local jurisdiction.” (Gov't Code
865863.7(e)(1)(B).

e Removed the limitation from prior Gov’'t Code §65863.7(e) that “the steps
required to be taken to mitigate shall not exceed the reasonable costs of
relocation.” With removal of this limitation, Gov't Code §65863.7(e)(2) now
provides in full, “The legislative body, or its delegated advisory agency, may
require, as a condition of the change, the person or entity proposing the
change in use to take steps to mitigate any adverse impact of the conversion,
closure, or cessation of use on the ability of displaced mobilehome park
residents to find adequate housing in a mobilehome park.”
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The City’s mobilehome park closure ordinance, CMC §9128.21, also applies to
the Council’s decision on this appeal, except to the extent of any conflict with AB
2782. Subsection (E) of that section provides, in part, as follows:

“In approving an RIR, the Commission may impose reasonable measures not
exceeding the reasonable costs of relocation to mitigate adverse impacts created
by the conversion, which may include, but not be limited to, any of the following:

1. Provision for payment of the cost of physically moving the mobile home to a
new site, including tear-down and setup of mobile homes, including, but not
limited to, movable improvements such as patios, carports and porches.

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

3. Payment of a lump sum to compensate for any differential between rental
rates at the closing mobile home park and the new mobile home park during the
first year of the new tenancy.

4. For those mobile home residents who move to apartments or other rental
housing alternatives, provision for the first and last month’s rent, plus security
deposit, cleaning fees, not to exceed the Fair Market Rents for new construction
and substantial rehabilitation for the Los Angeles area as established by the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development. Mobile home households may
be compensated based on the number of bedrooms in the mobile home so that a
one (1) bedroom mobile home may be compensated based on a one (1)
bedroom apartment, a two (2) bedroom mobile home based on a two (2) room
apartment, etc.

5. For those mobile home residents who move to apartments or other rental
housing alternatives, a lump sum payment to compensate for any differential
between rental rates at the closing mobile home park and the rental housing
alternative during the first year of tenancy. Mobile home households may be
compensated based on the Fair Market Rents for new construction and
substantial rehabilitation for the Los Angeles area as established by the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development. Mobile home households may
be compensated based on the number of bedrooms in the mobile home so that a
one (1) bedroom mobile home may be compensated based on a one (1)
bedroom apartment, a two (2) bedroom mobile home based on a two (2)
bedroom apartment, etc.

6. Provision of a replacement space within a reasonable distance of the mobile
home park or trailer park.

7. A requirement that a resident whose mobile home cannot be relocated within a
reasonable distance to a comparable park be compensated by a lump sum
payment based upon consideration of the fair market value of the mobile home
on-site, including resident improvements (i.e., landscaping, porches, carports,
etc.), any mortgage obligations of the resident on the mobile home, and the costs
of purchasing a mobile home on-site in a comparable park or acquiring other
comparable replacement housing.
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8. A provision for setting aside a certain number of units for the residents of the
park if the park is to be converted to another residential use.”

CMC 89128.21 (E) also provides that the Commission (or Council on appeal)
“shall approve the RIR if it is able to make an affirmative finding that reasonable
measures have been provided in an effort to mitigate the adverse impact of the
conversion on the ability of the park residents to be displaced to find alternative
housing.” Conversely, if the Commission (or Council on appeal) “does not make
this finding and is unable to impose reasonable measures to mitigate the adverse
impact, [it] may disapprove the RIR. No other permit or approval shall be granted
in furtherance of the proposed conversion and no change of use shall occur until
and unless an RIR has been approved.” (CMC §9128.21(E)).

Pursuant to CMC §9173.4(C)(2), the Council, as the appellate body acting on the
appeal from the Planning Commission’s decision, may either: (a) affirm the
decision; (b) modify the decision; (c) refer the matter back to the Commission,
with instructions; or (d) reverse the decision. Unless referred back to the
Commission, the appellate decision shall be supported by written findings. (CMC
89173.4(C)(3)).

Pursuant to CMC §9128.21(F), “the Council shall, by resolution, render its
findings and decision thereon within forty-five (45) days after the date first set for
hearing on the appeal.”

4. Park Owner-Proposed Relocation Benefits in RIR

In the RIR, the Park Owner proposed one of two benefit packages for resident-
homeowners, depending on whether it is feasible for the resident’s mobilehome
to be relocated to another mobilehome park. Note: the following is an overview of
the relocation impact mitigation measures as proposed by the Park Owner in the
RIR; the Planning Commission Decision modified and increased the required
mitigation measures as discussed in Section 7, below.

Relocation Assistance for Resident Homeowners who can Relocate their
Coaches

In situations where it is feasible to relocate the mobilehome, the Park Owner
proposes to: (i) reimburse actual costs of relocation, including costs to
disassemble, transport, reassemble and level the mobile home and all permitted
moveable accessory structures; (ii) arrange and provide for transportation of the
mobile home and disconnection and reconnection of utilities; (iii) pay costs of
moving all personal property, allowance to be determined based on the federal
fixed move schedule for the State of California and the size of the displacement
dwelling and/or professional mover bids; and (iv) pay up to $1,500 for necessary
modifications to the mobile home to accommodate a disabled person within the
replacement park, if the current mobile home has already been modified. Also, all
residents would have access to up to eight hours’ of services of a relocation
specialist to help them with all aspects of the relocation process at no charge.
(Exh. 2.B, pp. 15-16).
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As stated in the RIR, a survey was conducted of (i) all mobilehome parks located
within 30 miles of the Park, and (ii)) comparable parks located between 30-50
miles from the Park, and only 37 available spaces were identified. Furthermore,
generally accepted industry standards dictate that parks with available spaces
will only allow mobile homes to be moved in if they are less than five years old,
and will deny mobile homes that are more than 10 years old. None of the
coaches in the Park meet the 10-year age criteria. Therefore, as stated in the
RIR, “it is a reasonable assumption that none of the Park mobile homes may be
relocated to a comparable park within the vicinity of the Park.” (Exh. 2.B, pp. 8-9).

Based on the foregoing, staff expects that this relocation benefit package would
not apply to any Park residents.

Relocation Assistance for Resident Homeowners who cannot Relocate their
Coaches

The RIR states that in situations where it is not feasible to relocate the
mobilehome, and the “Eligible Resident Owner’ rents or buys a replacement
dwelling, the Park Owner proposes to pay the homeowner a lump sum payment
equal to the NADA off-site value as determined by Jim Brabant, MAI (discussed
below), in addition to: (1) a lump sum payment in the amount of $3,200 for a one-
bedroom mobilehome, $3,800 for a two-bedroom mobilehome, and $4,800 for a
three-bedroom mobilehome, as rental assistance in the form of first and last
month’s rent for subsequent housing; (2) an extra $1,000 to Eligible Resident
Owners who are 62 years of age or older and/or disabled; (3) costs of moving all
personal property; (4) payment of the costs of disposing of the existing
mobilehome if the home owner chooses to transfer the mobilehome to the Park
Owner; and (5) services of a relocation specialist as stated above. (Exh. 2.B, pp.
16-17).

As required by CMC 89128.21(C)(6), the on-site and off-site value of all resident-
owned mobilehomes in the Park was appraised by state-certified MAI appraiser
James Brabant. (Exh. 2.C).

The total appraised off-site value of the 57 resident-owned mobilehomes in the
Park according to Mr. Brabant's appraisal was $775,700, representing an
average of $13,608.77 per space. As stated in the appraisal report, “For the
opinions of off-site value we have used the NADA Appraisal Guides and have
assumed that the homes are not located in a rental mobile home park. This is a
hypothetical condition that is necessary for the analysis.” (Exh. 2.C, p.3).

The appraised off-site values were naturally far lower than the appraised on-site
values, because the off-site values do not take into account the location of the
coach, being sited in a rent-controlled mobilehome park in the City of Carson.

! This term is defined in the RIR as the registered owner(s) of the mobilehome with clear title, or
trustors or beneficiaries of living trusts holding clear title to the mobilehome or a life estate in the
mobilehome, whose mobilehome is located in the Park and who has resided in the mobilehome
continually since prior to the date the RIR was filed with the City. (RIR p. 15).
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The total appraised on-site value was $1,599,000, representing an average of
$28,052.63 per space.

As noted above, the Park Owner proposes to pay each Eligible Resident Owner
whose coach cannot feasibly be relocated to another park the appraised off-site
value of his/her coach (plus the other small lump sum payments discussed
above). This proposal is based on (i) Park Owner’s contentions referenced above
including that the City is the “person or entity proposing the change in use”
responsible for payment of the mitigation measures, and (ii) the City’s 2008
approval of a relocation impact report for closure of a nonconforming
mobilehome park known as Bel Abbey with required relocation impact mitigation
measures in the form of the appraised off-site values of the Bel Abbey homes,
which ranged from $2,650 to 11,500, as well as moving/relocation costs ranging
from $1,500-$5,100. In the RIR, the Park Owner contends that the same
standard should apply to Rancho Dominguez, and states that if the City seeks to
impose mitigation measures beyond what is proposed by the Park Owner in the
RIR, the City must pay the entirety of the mitigation measures itself.

In the RIR, the Park Owner proposes to pay the costs of removal and disposition
of the mobilehome IF the homeowner chooses to transfer the mobilehome to the
Park Owner. (See Exh. 2.B, p. 17). To transfer the mobilehome to the Park
Owner, the homeowner would need to convey the mobilehome title to the Park
Owner, so presumably the homeowner would be responsible for paying off any
liens or encumbrances (or otherwise, for paying the costs of removal and
disposition of the coach). However, the RIR notes that none of the 41 households
that responded to the resident questionnaire reported any existing loans on their
homes.

The RIR identified 230 mobilehomes available for purchase within comparable
parks within 50 miles of the Park, with purchase prices ranging from $12,500 to
$299,900, although the majority of the dwellings were listed between $50,000 -
$150,000. It should be noted that although the RIR states that “mobile homes
with higher sale prices may include the land, making it very much like single
family residences or condominium units with common area maintenance monthly
dues instead of space rents,” the purchase prices listed do not include space
rents for those purchases that do not include the land. As stated in the RIR,
space rents ranged from $790 to $2,100 per month for the 37 available spaces
within a 50-mile radius of the Park. (Exh. 2.B, p. 8-9, Exhibit F thereto).

In addition, rental apartments within a 15-mile radius of the Park were available
as follows: (i) 9 studio apartments with monthly rent ranging from $950 to $1,795;
(2) 25 one-bedroom apartments with monthly rent ranging from $1,329 to $2,200;
(3) 62 two-bedroom apartments with monthly rent ranging from $1,695 to $3,950;
and (4) 42 three-bedroom apartments with rent ranging from $2,095 to $3,700.
Finally, there were 97 condominiums available for sale at prices ranging from
$230,000 to $460,000. (Exh. 2.B, p. 10).

In regards to the timing of relocation benefit payments, the RIR proposes that
upon issuance of the 6-month notice of termination of tenancy, Eligible Resident
Owners would be able submit written requests to the Park Owner and/or
relocation specialist to receive appropriate relocation benefits and would be
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immediately entitled to the services of the relocation specialist. 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 the 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 would be paid in full within three (3) days
of vacation of the Park by the Eligible Resident Owner.

Proposed Mitigation to Other Residents/Lessees

For residents who do not own their coaches (i.e., those who are tenants in Park-
owned coaches), the RIR states the Park Owner has no obligation to mitigate
relocation costs, and offers only to provide a fixed payment to “Eligible Home
Renters” based on the federal fixed move schedule to assist with moving their
personal property to a replacement dwelling provided the renter and all other
occupants permanently vacate the Park. Subleasing is prohibited in the Park,
and as such, Park Owner offers no mitigation to subleasing tenants or non-
residents. (Exh. 2.B, p. 17).

5. Affordable Housing Options/Impacts

The RIR does not propose any affordable housing options or subsidies for the
residents who would be displaced by the Park closure, which is all residents of
the Park. The RIR identifies an anticipated future use of the property, describing
it as including “denser workforce housing” consisting of 174 one, two and three
bedroom apartments (Exh. 2.B, p. 5, Exh. | thereto), but does not specify whether
such use would include actual deed-restricted affordable housing units. The RIR
asserts that by more than doubling the current housing provided by the property,
the anticipated future use of the property would include and contribute to housing
opportunities for low- and moderate-income households within the City and
would not materially contribute to a shortage of housing opportunities for low-
and moderate-income households.

As noted above, AB 2782 requires the City to make a finding as to whether or not
approval of the Park closure and the Park's conversion into its intended new use,
taking into consideration both the RIR as a whole and the overall housing
availability within the City, will result in or materially contribute to a shortage of
housing opportunities and choices for low- and moderate-income households
within the City.

The City commissioned a study performed by consultant RSG, Inc., in order to
assist in making this finding. (Exhibit No. 4). The study found that the closure of
the Park will materially contribute to the shortage of affordable housing in the City
for several reasons: (1) the potential future of the use of the site is uncertain and
may take several years to develop; (2) there are no available mobile home
spaces for lease within the City; (3) while there is a supply of market rate units,
the existing marketplace cannot accommodate the displaced residents at their

% The RIR defines this term as “those who occupy a Park-owned mobilehome and are named on
its lease agreement with Park Owner at the time of filing the Impact Report.”
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income levels (as according to the RIR, only 3 of 35 reporting Park households
reported being above low income); and (4) although the City is in negotiations
with two private developers for the potential provision of over 200 affordable
housing units to be included in projects in the housing development pipeline
including approximately 83 units in the proposed Imperial Avalon Specific Plan.

The study further found that the RIR as proposed does not adequately mitigate
the effect of the closure of the Park on the displaced residents, and
recommended five potential mitigation measure options, including increasing
relocation rental assistance. The Planning Commission’s decision addressing
this issue is discussed in Section 7, below.

6. Planning Commission Hearing.

The Planning Commission hearing was conducted on April 27, 2021, via remote
teleconferencing using the Zoom electronic software application due to public
health concerns related to the declared local emergency regarding COVID-19, in
accordance with the Brown Act and applicable executive orders.

All Park residents and mobilehome owners, as well as the RIR applicant, were
duly notified of the Commission hearing in accordance with CMC §9128.21(D) &
(F). All interested persons were given the opportunity to join the Zoom meeting
and thereby provide live public comment during the hearing. Additionally, all
interested persons were given the opportunity to participate in-person from the
City’s Community Center, where a microphone, podium, and projector screen
were set up, allowing members of the public to watch the hearing and provide
public comment in real-time. All Park residents and others who wished to speak
were heard, and the applicant/legal counsel for the Park Owner was permitted to
speak at length.

Additionally, all Park residents and members of the public were allowed to submit
public comments in writing in advance of the hearing. All written public comments
received by the agenda deadline were included as an attachment to the Planning
Commission staff report, and all written comments received after the deadline
were read or displayed on the record.

Translators were provided to translate the hearing live into Spanish. The
translators also translated both written and oral public comments made in
Spanish into English for the benefit of the Commission and other hearing
participants.

For those wishing to simply observe the hearing without providing live public
comment, the hearing was broadcast live on the City’s website and on the City’s
cable television channels.

7. Planning Commission Decision.

The resolution that was submitted for the Planning Commission’s consideration
pursuant to Planning staffs recommendation contained conditions and
modifications to the Park Owner’s proposed mitigation measures as described in
pages 15-16 of the Planning Commission staff report (Exhibit 1), including,
without limitation, requiring the Park Owner to pay Brabant's appraised on-site
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values for resident-owned mobilehomes that cannot feasibly be relocated to
available spaces in comparable parks within 50 miles of the Park, modifying the
definition of “Eligible Resident Owner” to remove unduly stringent eligibility
criteria proposed in the RIR for entitlement to receive the appraised-value benefit
package, and imposing procedural conditions similar to those imposed in
connection with the City’s decision on Relocation Impact Report No. 05-20
related to Imperial Avalon Mobile Estates in 2020 (the “Imperial Avalon
Proceeding”).

The Planning Commission adopted the resolution that was proposed to it by
Planning staff, subject to specified modifications summarized as follows:

Residents who paid more to purchase their mobilehome in the Park than the
Brabant-appraised on-site value of their mobilehome shall be entitled to
receive an amount equivalent to their purchase price as mitigation in lieu of
their appraised on-site value, upon submission of any proof of purchase
including escrow documentation or receipts (the “Purchase Price Benefit”);
The RIR approval shall take effect one year following the date of the City’s
final decision on the application (meaning the Park Owner may not compel
any resident to vacate the Park until at least one year after the date of the
City’s final decision), and shall thereafter be effective for one year (during
which period Park Owner would be authorized to effectuate the Park
Closure).

Eligible Park residents over 62 years of age would be entitled to receive an
additional $5,000 lump sum payment in lieu of the $1,000 payment proposed
in the RIR, with a limit of one such payment per household.

The timing of payment of all monetary relocation benefits shall be as follows:
the first 50% shall be paid at least 60 days in advance of a Park resident
being required to vacate the park, and the remaining 50% shall be paid no
later than upon the resident’s vacation of the Park.

The conditions of approval and relocation benefit request forms shall be
translated into Spanish.

All resident households (including homeowners and home renters) shall be
entitted to receive one year of rent differential pursuant to CMC
89128.21(E)(5), which provides for compensation based on the “Fair Market
Rents for new construction and substantial rehabilitation for the Los Angeles
area as established by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development” (“HUD FMR”). The HUD FMR figures are available at:
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/fmr/fmrs/FY2021 code/2021summar
y.odn, and the applicable HUD FMR figures are as follows:

Year One-Bedroom Two-Bedroom Three-Bedroom
FY 2021 $1,605 $2,058 $2,735

The amount of the rent differential benefit for a given Park household would
be calculated by subtracting the actual Park rent paid by the household from
the applicable HUD FMR figure for the relevant time period. Per CMC
89128.21(E)(5), compensation would correspond to the number of bedrooms
in the mobile home, so that a one-bedroom mobile home would be
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compensated based on a one-bedroom apartment, a two-bedroom mobile
home based on a two-bedroom apartment, and a three-bedroom mobilehome
based on a three-bedroom apartment.

e The Commission included a non-binding condition urging the Park Owner to
aggressively pursue remediation of the Park property to a level that would be
suitable to support the Park Owner’s anticipated future use of the Property,
which would include workforce housing as noted above.

The signed Planning Commission resolution reflecting the Planning
Commission’s decision, including the foregoing modifications, is attached hereto
as Exhibit No. 2.

8. Appeals; Park Owner Request.

A. Mayor Pro Tem Dear Appeal.

Mayor Pro Tem Jim Dear’s appeal was filed on April 28, 2021, and was complete
as filed. Under CMC 89173.4, when an appeal is filed by a City Councilmember,
no appeal fee is required, and the statement of grounds for appeal need only
provide, in substance and effect, a request that a specific decision, administrative
case number, or resolution number, as the case may be, be reviewed by the
Planning Commission or City Council, as the case may be. No other grounds for
appeal need be stated to perfect such appeal.

The Mayor Pro Tem’s appeal provided the required information, and as such was
accepted as complete on May 5, 2021, notwithstanding that no specifics were
provided in regards to any deficiencies in the Planning Commission decision;
only a general statement that the matter should be considered by the City
Council. Exhibit No.’s 6-7). The result is an open-ended appeal at which all
contentions and concerns of the Park residents, the applicant, and other
interested persons may be considered.

B. Guzman Appeal.

The Guzman appeal was incomplete/deficient due to failure to file the required
application fee, but Mr. Guzman, via his legal counsel Ana Zuniga, was informed
that his contentions could be considered at the Council appeal hearing pursuant
to the Mayor Pro Tem’s appeal, like all other contentions that may be raised via
public comment submitted at/for the hearing. (Exhibit No.’s 8-9). Several of the
contentions related to the appraisal performed by Mr. Brabant. Mr. Brabant has
provided written a response letter addressing those contentions, which is
attached as Exhibit No. 10. The remaining contentions are addressed below.

e Contention: Although it is understood that interior inspections of the
homes were not conducted due to COVID-19, this does not negate the fact
that interior inspections are necessary for a fair and accurate appraisal.

o Staff's Response: This topic is addressed extensively in Mr.
Brabant’s appraisal report. (Exh. 2.C). However, it also bears noting that
Condition No. 18 imposed by the Planning Commission provides a
procedure whereby any resident who believes that the Brabant appraisal
failed to properly consider or account for any upgrade or improvement

01007.0594/718277.4 1 1



made to their mobile home may submit an application to the City for an
adjustment to the appraisal of their mobile home to take into account said
improvement or upgrade. If such application is approved, the appraised
value of the home will be adjusted to account for the omitted improvement
or upgrade. Therefore, the residents have a remedy to correct any
adverse impact to their relocation benefits that could otherwise result from
any error or inaccuracy in the appraisal report regarding the interior of
their home. (Exh. 2.D).

e Contention: The Planning Commission hearing did not represent a fair and
full opportunity for Park residents to be heard, because the hearing started
too late, lasted too long, and finished too late.

e Staff's Response: The Planning Commission meeting began at 6:30
p.m. as required by CMC 82703 for all regular Planning Commission
meetings. Staff and the Commission prioritized the public hearing and
went out of their way to structure the agenda so as to allow for the public
hearing to commence as early as possible, but unfortunately there were
other matters that also required the Commission’s consideration on that
evening. The public hearing commenced in a timely fashion after the
meeting began, and was taken up in accordance with the posted agenda.
The evening meeting start time is designed to ensure that members of the
public have an opportunity to view and participate in the hearing after
returning from their day of work. If the hearing had been conducted during
the daytime, many residents likely would have been unable to participate
due to being at work. As between the two options, the evening start time is
preferable, because fewer people have to work during those hours. It is
commonplace for meetings of the City Council and Planning Commission
to run late into the evening, not just in Carson but in many other cities as
well, for this very reason. Naturally, the hearing took a significant amount
of time (approximately 4 hours) because of the importance of the matter
being considered, and because everyone wishing to provide public
comment was allowed the opportunity to do so. The fact that the hearing
ran into the late evening did not deprive anyone of a meaningful
opportunity to participate or be heard.

. Contention: The Planning Commission hearing did not represent a fair
and full opportunity for Park residents to be heard, because there was
insufficient Spanish translation available, in that the staff report and
RIR/appraisal report were not provided in Spanish and the cable and online
broadcasts of the hearing were not translated into Spanish.

e Staff's Response: The City is not required to provide Spanish
translation of the staff report, RIR, appraisal report, or other hearing
documents, or of the hearing proceedings. Nonetheless, the City provided
Spanish translators at the hearing, who translated the proceedings and
written public comments received and who were available to assist any
and all residents who wished to provide oral public comment. The City
provided these services as a courtesy to the residents, and will again
provide these same services at the City Council hearing. Additionally, it
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should be noted that the Planning Commission imposed conditions
requiring the Park Owner to have the conditions of approval and relocation
benefit request forms translated into Spanish, with Spanish copies made
available to all residents who request them. (Exh. 2.D, Condition No.
10(b)(viii), Condition No. 20).

C. Park Owner’s Request.

The Park Owner did not submit an appeal of the Planning Commission decision,
but did object, via email to the City Attorney’s office, to the Purchase Price
Benefit imposed by the Planning Commission, on the basis that Park residents
bought their homes with full disclosure that the Park was required to close, and to
the use of the term “receipts” as a means of establishing proof of purchase price
for purposes of qualification to receive the Purchase Price Benefit. (Exh. 11).

To address the latter concern, the applicant strongly suggested that more precise
and reliable documentation be required to establish proof of purchase price,
alluding to the “sufficient documented proof” standard used in the Imperial Avalon
Proceeding, but with the modification that one document that contains non-self-
reported purchase price information be required, along with one document that
contains self-reported purchase price information. (Exh. 11).

Staff is of the opinion that the request regarding the required proof of purchase
documentation is reasonable, and as such this modification has been included in
the proposed resolution (Exh. 13).

9. Appeal Hearing Notice.

Notice of the appeal hearing was sent via certified mail to the Park residents and
any nonresident owners of mobile homes in the Park on May 13, 2021, in
accordance with CMC 8§9128.21(D) & (F). Such notices were all confirmed
received by May 15, 2021. The notice was also posted at the Park on May 17,
2021. Notice was also provided to the applicant in accordance with CMC
§9128.21(D) & (F).

10. Proposed Resolution.

The proposed resolution contains blanks for potential modification of the relevant
conditions of approval pertaining to the duration of the rent differential subsidy
benefit that the Park Owner would be required to pay to displaced residents.

As noted above, the Planning Commission approved one year’'s worth of rent
differential subsidy for all Eligible Resident Owners and Eligible Home Renters.
Staff believes that if Council determines that imposing additional relocation
impact mitigation measures on the Park Owner is justified, the most fair and
appropriate way of doing so is by increasing the duration of the rent differential
subsidy benefit, because unlike the Imperial Avalon Proceeding (wherein all
residents were offered guaranteed tenancy in future housing owned by the park
owner at rent subsidized to affordable housing rates by the park owner in
addition to 45% of their adjusted appraised value, as part of the benefit package
alternative referred to as “Option C”), the Rancho Dominguez residents are not
being offered an “Option C” equivalent or other affordable housing benefit by the
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Park Owner, and the rent differential subsidy condition helps to fulfill a similar
purpose of helping to mitigate the risk of homelessness resulting to any resident
from the Park closure.

Thus, if the Council determines that additional relocation impact mitigation
measures are justified pursuant to CMC 9128.21(E) and Gov't Code §65863.7,
the Council may fill in a greater length of time in the blanks in the proposed
resolution in lieu of the current one-year figure.

Adoption of the proposed resolution would also modify Condition No. 10(b)(i)
related to the documentation required to establish proof of payment of a claimed
purchase price for purposes of qualifying to receive the Purchase Price Benefit,
applying a standard of “Sufficient Documented Proof” similar to that used in the
Imperial Avalon Proceeding, and would modify Condition No. 19 to provide that in
the event of any dispute regarding whether a given resident has submitted
“Sufficient Documented Proof,” the Special Master would have final
administrative authority to decide the matter.

The amended conditions reflecting any modifications made by the Council would
be attached to the proposed resolution for adoption following Council
deliberations.

Aside from the above-referenced modifications, the proposed resolution would
affirm the Planning Commission decision in all other respects.

FISCAL IMPACT
None.

EXHIBITS

1. Planning Commission Staff Report. (pgs. 16-33)

2. Planning Commission Resolution No. 21-2708. (pgs. 34-146)

A. Legal Description of Property

B. Relocation Impact Report No. 04-19

C. Brabant Appraisal Report

D. Conditions of RIR No. 04-19

Planning Commission Hearing Minutes (pgs.147-154)

RSG Low- and Moderate-Income Housing Impact Analysis (pgs.155-167)
Correspondence with Applicant (as presented to Commission) (pgs.168-203)
Mayor Pro Tem Dear Appeal (pgs. 204-205)

Notice of Completeness of Appeal of Mayor Pro Tem Dear (pg. 206)
Guzman Appeal (pgs. 207-220)

Notice of Deficiency of Guzman Appeal (pg. 221)

10 Brabant Response Letter, May 26, 2021 (pgs. 222-223)

11. Email Correspondence with Applicant dated May 12, 2021(pgs. 224-229)
12.Public Comment Letters (pgs. 230-345)

13.Proposed Resolution No. 21-070 (pgs.346-353)
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l. Introduction

Applicant Property Owner

Richard H. Close, Esq. Carter-Spencer Enterprises, LLC
Cozen O’Connor 60 W. 57" St., #17L

1299 Ocean Ave., Suite 900 New York, NY 10019

Santa Monica, CA 90401

Il. Background; Project Description

The applicant requests approval of RIR No. 04-19, including the proposed measures to
be taken by Carter-Spencer Enterprises, LLC (the “Park Owner”), owner of Rancho
Dominguez Mobile Estates mobilehome park (the “Park”), to mitigate the adverse
impacts of the Park’s closure on the ability of Park residents to find alternative housing.

Carson Municipal Code (“CMC”) Section 9128.21 (Relocation Impact Report) requires
Planning Commission review of relocation impact reports related to mobilehome park
closures.

The Park is located in an industrial zone and surrounded by industrial uses. The Park is
a nonconforming use in its zone (the “Manufacturing-Light,” or “M-L” zone) as a result of
a zoning ordinance adopted by the City in 1977 providing that mobilehome parks are
not permitted uses in the M-L zone, and establishing a 35-year amortization period
during which the Park was allowed to remain in operation as a legal nonconforming use.
That period expired in 2012, but the Park Owner continued to operate the Park and the
City took no code enforcement action to compel the Park Owner to terminate the use.

Likely because of its industrial character, according to the California Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, the Census Tract in which the Park is
located is in the top 10% of the state for the levels of diesel emissions and toxic
substance pollution. Additionally, while staff is not aware of any testing having been
conducted to confirm whether or not ground/soil contamination exists on the subject
property, the subject property was previously an agricultural/farm use, which is a type of
use that can sometimes cause such contamination, and contamination has been found
in other properties in the vicinity due to former landfill uses or other former or current
industrial uses in the area. Accordingly, there may be health risks associated with the
existing residential use and occupancy of the Park without proper remediation. (Exh. 2).

These concerns, or consideration of the industrial character of the area generally, may
explain why the subject property was zoned M-L and accorded a general plan land use
designation of light industrial by the City years ago. Closure of the Park would pave the
way for the pollution issues affecting the subject property to be redressed as a pre-
requisite of any subsequent redevelopment thereof. Even properties affected by severe
air pollution and ground contamination are capable of being remediated to a level that is
safe for future use, sometimes even as a residential use. One example in the City is
Cell 1 of the 157-acre former Cal-Compact Landfill property, which has been approved
by the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) for residential development of
hundreds of units upon successful completion of a remediation plan. Air pollution
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concerns similarly can be redressed in connection with redevelopment via remedial
measures including but not limited to installation of trees and landscaping.

Based on these considerations, staff is of the opinion that closure of the Park is in the
best interest of all parties, including the Park residents, and that the Commission’s
focus, rather than preventing Park closure, should be on ensuring that adequate,
legally-compliant measures are taken by the Park Owner to mitigate the adverse
impacts of the closure on the ability of the Park residents, all of whom would be
displaced, to find adequate alternative housing, and that the City, in cooperation with
the Park Owner, aggressively pursue remediation of the property in connection with any
potential redevelopment.

The applicant has stated it anticipates redeveloping the Park property into “denser
workforce housing and possible mixed use appropriate to the industrial location.”
Attached to the Park Owner's Relocation Impact Report (“‘RIR”) as exhibit I, the
applicant has provided a site/yield study demonstrating potential redevelopment of the
property from its current 81 mobilehome spaces into 174 one, two and three-bedroom
apartments. (Exhibit 1.B, pp. 5, 62). However, the applicant has not applied to the City
for approval of any subsequent development project for the Park property, and has not
indicated whether the anticipated future development would include affordable housing
units.

Importantly, approval of the proposed RIR does not include, relate to, or commit the City
to any potential subsequent development project, or any aspect thereof, on the subject
property or any other property. Instead, the Commission’s consideration of the RIR
relates only to the determination of the impacts that closure of the Park will have on the
Park residents and what measures the Park Owner must take to mitigate those impacts.
State law and the City’s ordinance applicable to review of relocation impact reports for
mobilehome park closures (CMC §9128.21) is discussed in Section IV.B, below.

Upon effectiveness of any final City approval of the RIR (including a Planning
Commission approval and a City Council approval in the event of an appeal), the Park
Owner would be required to give Park residents at least six months’ notice to terminate
their Park space tenancies due to Park closure in accordance with the Mobilehome
Residency Law. Upon effectiveness of such termination of tenancies, the Park Owner
would be authorized to compel residents to vacate the Park. The Park Owner has not
committed to allowing the Park to remain open beyond said time frame.

11l. Project Site and Surrounding Land Uses

The Park is located on the north side of E. Gardena Blvd. between S. Avalon Blvd. and
Main St., and is comprised of two parcels, one located in the M-L zone and one located
in the M-L-D (Manufacturing-Light, Design Overlay) zone. The parcels have a General
Plan Land Use designation of light industrial. The Park is a nonconforming use in the
ML zone.

Land uses surrounding the Park are industrial.
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[Figure (a): Aerial photo of Rancho Dominguez Mobile Estates]

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

Site Information

General Plan Land Use Light Industrial

Zone District ML-D (APN 6125013057); ML (APN 6125013010)

Site Size 5.74 acres

Present Use and Development | Mobile home park — Rancho Dominguez Mobile
Estates

Surrounding Uses/Zoning North: Industrial, zoned ML

South: Industrial, zoned ML
East: Industrial, zoned ML-D
West: Industrial, zoned ML

Access Ingress/Egress: E. Gardena Blvd.

IV. Analysis
A. Site History; Community Outreach; Application Processing; Hearing Notice

The Park was developed around 1962, according to the appraisal report submitted by
the applicant. This preceded incorporation of the City.
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The Park Owner filed an incomplete application for approval of a relocation impact
report for the Park with the City on February 22, 2019. The applicant hosted three
informational meetings with the residents regarding the Park closure on October 21,
2019, and October 23, 2019.

The applicant filed an initial version of the RIR, together with the Brabant appraisal
report, completed questionnaires from 39 residents’ pursuant to CMC Section
9128.21(B), and other related documentation, on October 26, 2020. On December 30,
2020, the applicant submitted a revised version of the RIR to address certain application
incompleteness items. The RIR application was completed on January 29, 2021, and on
February 4, 2021, the Director of Community Development (“Director”), assigned the
applicant the Planning Commission hearing date of April 27, 2021. The applicant agreed
to this hearing date in communications with the City Attorney’s office despite the 45-day
provision of CMC Section 9128.21(D), in light of the conflicting provision of Government
Code (“Gov't Code”) Section 65863.7(b), which, as amended by AB 2782 effective
January 1, 2021, requires “the person proposing the change in use” (discussed further
in Section IV.D, below) to provide a copy of the RIR to the Park residents at least 60
days prior to the Commission hearing.

On February 24, 2021, the Director, with assistance from the applicant, gave the Park
residents notice of the April 27, 2021 public hearing before the Commission pursuant to
CMC §9128.21(D). The notice of public hearing was posted to the Park property and
mailed to each of the residents and coach owners via certified mail together with a
cover letter from the Director, a copy of the RIR, individualized appraisal information
(see Section IV.E, below), and a copy of the survey required by Section 207(B)(10) of
the City’s Charter. All notices were confirmed received in accordance with applicable
law. The notice materials are on file with the Community Development Department.

Charter Section 207(B)(10) (second sentence) requires the City, in determining
reasonable measures to mitigate the adverse impacts of mobilehome park closures, to
consider the results of a survey of the park residents’ support for the closure. The City
received 35 responses to the Survey; 27 of the responses stated that they do not
support the closure of the Park; two (2) stated that they support the closure of the Park
on the Park Owner’s proposed relocation benefit terms; and five (5) stated that they
support the closure of the Park on other relocation benefit terms — the desired terms
varied, but related primarily to concerns that the appraised values of their homes were
too low. Of the 35 responses, one person indicated they declined to answer the survey.

The notice of public hearing informed the residents of the opportunities they would have
to participate in the public hearing, including that all residents who wish to submit public
comments can do so via email or written note submitted in advance of the hearing, or
can submit public comments telephonically in real-time during the hearing by joining the
meeting on the zoom application.

The notice of public hearing also informed residents that due to then-current State and
County COVID-19 restrictions, City was precluded from making its Community Center
available as a location from which residents could provide live public comment during

' The number of completed questionnaires provided to the City was subsequently increased to 41.
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the public hearing, but that in the event restrictions were modified prior to the hearing
date so as to permit the City to lawfully provide this option, the City would do so, and in
that event, a further notice would issue, providing further details regarding this method
of participation. A further notice confirming availability of this option and providing
details was issued on April 15, 2021.

As stated in the notice, those who wish to simply observe the hearing in real-time
without offering public comment can do so by watching it live on the City’s PEG channel
and/or online on the City’s website, where the hearing will be live-streamed.

Public comments submitted in advance of the posting of the Planning Commission
Agenda for the relevant meeting are attached hereto as Exhibit 4.

B. Leqgal Standard; Authority to Require Relocation Assistance

Gov't Code Section 65863.7(a)(1) provides that prior to closure of a mobile home park,
the person or entity proposing the change of use shall file a report on the impact of the
closure of the park. The report shall include a replacement and relocation plan that
adequately mitigates the impact upon the ability of the displaced residents to find
adequate housing in a mobilehome park.

Pursuant to this requirement and CMC §9128.21, the Park Owner has filed the RIR
(Exhibit 1.B). The RIR details replacement housing resources at pp. 8-10 and exhibits
F-H. Moving costs are discussed on page 11, mobile home values are discussed on pp.
11-12 and in the Brabant appraisal report, and impacts and proposed mitigation
measures are discussed on pp. 12-17. A “Relocation Plan/Explanation of Services” is
provided on pp. 18-20.

Under Gov't Code §65863.7(e)(1), the Planning Commission is required, prior to
approval of any change in use, to review the RIR and any additional relevant
documentation and make a finding as to whether or not approval of the Park closure
and the Park's conversion into its intended new use, taking into consideration both the
RIR as a whole and the overall housing availability within the City, will result in or
materially contribute to a shortage of housing opportunities and choices for low- and
moderate-income households within the City. Under subsection (e)(2), the Commission
may require, as a condition of the change, the person or entity proposing the change in
use to take steps to mitigate any adverse impact of the Park closure on the ability of the
displaced Park residents to find adequate housing in a mobilehome park.

Additionally, CMC §9128.21(E), in part, provides as follows:

“In approving an RIR, the Commission may impose reasonable measures not exceeding
the reasonable costs of relocation to mitigate adverse impacts created by the conversion,
which may include, but not be limited to, any of the following:

1. Provision for payment of the cost of physically moving the mobile home to a new site,
including tear-down and setup of mobile homes, including, but not limited to, movable
improvements such as patios, carports and porches.

2. Payment of a lump sum to compensate for payment of the first and last month’s rent
and any security deposit at the new mobile home park.
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3. Payment of a lump sum to compensate for any differential between rental rates at the
closing mobile home park and the new mobile home park during the first year of the new
tenancy.

4. For those mobile home residents who move to apartments or other rental housing
alternatives, provision for the first and last month’s rent, plus security deposit, cleaning
fees, not to exceed the Fair Market Rents for new construction and substantial
rehabilitation for the Los Angeles area as established by the U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development. Mobile home households may be compensated based on the
number of bedrooms in the mobile home so that a one (1) bedroom mobile home may be
compensated based on a one (1) bedroom apartment, a two (2) bedroom mobile home
based on a two (2) room apartment, etc.

5. For those mobile home residents who move to apartments or other rental housing
alternatives, a lump sum payment to compensate for any differential between rental rates
at the closing mobile home park and the rental housing alternative during the first year of
tenancy. Mobile home households may be compensated based on the Fair Market Rents
for new construction and substantial rehabilitation for the Los Angeles area as
established by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. Mobile home
households may be compensated based on the number of bedrooms in the mobile home
so that a one (1) bedroom mobile home may be compensated based on a one (1)
bedroom apartment, a two (2) bedroom mobile home based on a two (2) bedroom
apartment, etc.

6. Provision of a replacement space within a reasonable distance of the mobile home
park or trailer park.

7. A requirement that a resident whose mobile home cannot be relocated within a
reasonable distance to a comparable park be compensated by a lump sum payment
based upon consideration of the fair market value of the mobile home on-site, including
resident improvements (i.e., landscaping, porches, carports, etc.), any mortgage
obligations of the resident on the mobile home, and the costs of purchasing a mobile
home on-site in a comparable park or acquiring other comparable replacement housing.

8. A provision for setting aside a certain number of units for the residents of the park if the
park is to be converted to another residential use.”

CMC §9128.21(E) also provides that the Commission “shall approve the RIR if it is able
to make an affirmative finding that reasonable measures have been provided in an effort
to mitigate the adverse impact of the conversion on the ability of the park residents to be
displaced to find alternative housing.” Conversely, “if the Commission does not make
this finding and is unable to impose reasonable measures to mitigate the adverse
impact, the Commission may disapprove the RIR. No other permit or approval shall be
granted in furtherance of the proposed conversion and no change of use shall occur
until and unless an RIR has been approved.”

C. Dispute re: Applicability of AB 2782

The foregoing discussion refers to state law as amended by AB 2782, a bill that was
signed by the Governor on August 31, 2020, and took effect as law on January 1, 2021.
AB 2782 amended several statutory provisions including, most notably, Gov’'t Code
Section 65863.7. AB 2782 (without limitation) made the following key changes to Gov't
Code §65863.7:
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e Added a requirement that a relocation impact report, rather than “address[ing] the
availability of adequate replacement housing in mobilehome parks and relocation
costs,” to include “a replacement and relocation plan that adequately mitigates the
impact upon the ability of the displaced residents of the mobilehome park to be
converted or closed to find adequate housing in a mobilehome park.”

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

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

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

e Removed the limitation from prior Gov’t Code §65863.7(e) that “the steps required to
be taken to mitigate shall not exceed the reasonable costs of relocation.” With
removal of this limitation, Gov’'t Code §65863.7(e)(2) now provides in full, “The
legislative body, or its delegated advisory agency, may require, as a condition of the
change, the person or entity proposing the change in use to take steps to mitigate
any adverse impact of the conversion, closure, or cessation of use on the ability of
displaced mobilehome park residents to find adequate housing in a mobilehome
park.”

As mentioned above, AB 2782 also changed the timeframe in Gov't Code §65863.7
from 15 days to 60 days for the “person or entity proposing the change in use” to
provide a copy of the RIR to the residents prior to the hearing, and changed the
timeframe in Civil Code §798.56(g) from 15 days to 60 days for the Park management
to notify residents that it would be appearing before the City to request permits for a
change of use of the Park.

The Park Owner proposes to pay only Brabant off-site values (plus other small lump
sum amounts depending on household size or for persons with disabilities, as detailed
in Section IV.E, below), ostensibly asserting it has a right to approval of the RIR on
these benefits under prior law based on a contention that the RIR application was
submitted and/or completed prior to effectiveness of AB 2782, and/or to the extent it
was not, that was due to intentional delays by the City in processing the application for
the purpose of triggering AB 2782 (see Exhibit 3.D).

These contentions are unfounded and erroneous, and to the extent they assert
intentional delay by the City in processing the application for purposes of triggering AB
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2782, they represent a fabricated narrative, all designed to pressure the City into
approving the RIR on terms that keep the Park Owner’s costs of closing the Park as low
as possible, regardless of the impacts to the residents.

To be clear, AB 2782 applies to the Commission decision on the RIR, as it would to any
City decision on the RIR rendered on or after January 1, 2021. The City expressly
notified the applicant of this in an application incompleteness determination letter sent to
applicant on November 24, 2020, stating that “AB 2782 will take effect as law on
January 1, 2021, and as such will apply to any administrative determination on your
application that is rendered effective on or after said date.” (Exhibit 3.E).

The RIR application was not completed until January 29, 2021, and even if it had been
completed prior to January 1, 2021, it would not have resulted in any right of the Park
Owner to proceed to a decision on the RIR under prior law, because applicable law
does not provide or allow for the RIR application to “vest” or be grandfathered in so as
to proceed under prior law. Additionally, the City has not engaged in any delay tactics or
taken any action for the purpose of delaying the application as was contended by the
applicant. To the contrary, the City has adhered to all legal timeframes and deadlines
applicable to processing of Park Owner’s RIR application.

D. Dispute re: Person or Entity Proposing Change in Use

Gov't Code Section 65863.7(i) provides that Section 65863.7 “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).”

The applicant contends that “City is the ‘person proposing the change in use’ of Rancho
Dominguez Mobile Estates because the closure is the result of a ‘zoning or planning
decision, action or inaction’ by the City, and City is the person required to take steps to
mitigate the adverse impact of the closure on Park residents.” (RIR, p. 12; see also RIR

p. 4).

The Park Owner’s contention is more fully detailed in its letter to the City dated April 5,
2019 (Exhibit 3.A), and is based on the City’s 1977 zoning ordinance discussed above.

The City responded to the letter on April 30, 2019, pointing out that the City had taken
no code enforcement action to require the termination of the Park use, and that the filing
of the RIR application was at the sole volition of the Park Owner and came as a surprise
to the City. The City also noted that the amortization period remained ongoing as
applied to the Park, notwithstanding that the 35-year amortization period, which
operates as a safe harbor period during which City could not initiate code enforcement
action, has expired. The letter expressly informed the Park Owner that the City was not
requiring initiation of the RIR application or approval process and that the applicant was
free to withdraw its application and abandon the proposed closure if it wished to do so.
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Further, the letter informed the Park Owner that the City was in the process of updating
its general plan, and that said update or related processes may result in modifications to
the City’s mobilehome park land use and zoning standards, inviting the Park Owner to
participate in these public processes moving forward, thereby suggesting that the Park
Owner could work with the City toward effectuating land use or zoning changes that
would allow continuation of the Park moving forward if it wished to do so. (Exh. 3.B).2

The Park Owner did reach out to the City in regards to potential land use or zoning
changes to the Park property, but for the purpose of seeking to “receive a zoning
designation that would support a mixed-use development, at a minimum density of 30
units per acre,” revealing its motivation to redevelop the Park property for a more
profitable use. (Exh. 3.E). This plan is also reflected in the RIR (p. 5, Exh. “I”), and the
applicant has also met with City representatives in an attempt to ascertain the
development terms/allowances to which City staff would be amenable related to the
contemplated residential development project.

As stated in the City’s January 25, 2021 letter to the applicant:

‘Park Owner has ostensibly taken no interest in the City’s overtures . . .
regarding potential changes to the Park’'s zoning to remove the
nonconforming status. If the Park Owner wished to continue operating the
Park, the Park Owner would be actively seeking such a change from the
City, rather than ignoring these possibilities. The City has refrained from
pursuing any zoning change for the Park because Park Owner has neither
applied for nor shown any interest in same, and because City is and has
been under the impression that the Park Owner’s true desire is to close
the Park . . . If the Park Owner truly wishes to continue operating the Park
but is perturbed by the lack of certainty associated with the Park’s current
zoning status, please notify [City staff] within the next three (3) business
days, and [City staff] will be happy to work with you toward Park Owner’s
submittal and processing of a zone change application pursuant to [CMC]
Section 9172.13. However, in that case, the RIR application should be
withdrawn, or applicable processing timelines tolled.”

Exhibit 3.G. The Applicant responded on January 27, 2021, stating “As soon as
our client has determined action that they are interested in pursuing, | will
respond to the suggestion of rezoning.” Exhibit 3.H. However, on January 29,
2021, the Applicant responded by asserting (incorrectly) that the City’s January
25, 2021 letter had deemed the RIR application complete, requesting that a
hearing on the application be scheduled, and disagreeing with the remainder of
the letter. Exhibit 3.I. Thus, the applicant made clear it preferred to pursue Park
closure and is not interested in continuing to operate the Park. As a result, the
City set the matter for the instant hearing.

2 The City reiterated these assertions in its letter to the applicant dated November 24, 2020 (Exhibit 3.E).
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E. Proposed Relocation Impact Mitigation Measures

The applicant has proposed one of two benefit packages for resident-homeowners,
depending on whether it is feasible for the resident’'s mobilehome to be relocated to
another mobilehome park.

As stated in the RIR, a survey was conducted of (i) all parks located within 30 miles,
and (ii) comparable parks located between 30-50 miles, and only 37 available spaces
were identified. Furthermore, generally accepted industry standards dictate that parks
with available spaces will only allow mobile homes to be moved into the park if they are
less than five years old, and will deny homes that are more than 10 years old. None of
the coaches in the Park meet the 10-year age criteria. Therefore, as stated in the RIR,
‘it is a reasonable assumption that none of the Park mobile homes may be relocated to
a comparable park within the vicinity of the Park.” (RIR, pp. 8-9).

Relocation Assistance for Resident Homeowners who can Relocate their Coaches

In situations where it is feasible to relocate the mobilehome, the Park Owner will: (i)
reimburse actual costs of relocation, including costs to disassemble, transport,
reassemble and level the mobile home and all permitted moveable accessory
structures; (ii) arrange and provide for transportation of the mobile home and
disconnection and reconnection of utilities; (iii) pay costs of moving all personal
property, allowance to be determined based on the federal fixed move schedule for the
State of California and the size of the displacement dwelling and/or professional mover
bids; and (iv) pay up to $1,500 for necessary modifications to the mobile home to
accommodate a disabled person within the replacement park, if the current mobile
home has already been modified. Also, all residents will have access to up to eight
hours’ of services of a relocation specialist to help them with all aspects of the relocation
process at no charge.

However, as noted above, the RIR states that it is a reasonable assumption that none of
the Park mobile homes will be able to be relocated to a comparable park within the
vicinity of the Park. So, it is expected that this relocation benefit package option would
not apply to any residents, and instead the appraised-value benefit package option
discussed below would apply to all Park residents who own their mobilehomes.

Relocation Assistance for Resident Homeowners who cannot Relocate their Coaches

In situations where it is not feasible to relocate the mobilehome, and the “Eligible
Resident Owner”® rents or buys a replacement dwelling, the Park Owner proposes to
pay the homeowner a lump sum payment equal to the NADA off-site value as
determined by Jim Brabant, MAI (discussed below), in addition to: (1) a lump sum
payment in the amount of $3,200 for a one-bedroom mobilehome, $3,800 for a two-
bedroom mobilehome, and $4,800 for a three-bedroom mobilehome, as rental
assistance in the form of first and last month’s rent for subsequent housing; (2) an extra

? This term is defined in the RIR as the registered owner(s) of the mobilehome with clear title, or trustors or
beneficiaries of living trusts holding clear title to the mobilehome or a life estate in the mobilehome, whose
mobilehome is located in the Park and who has resided in the mobilehome continually since prior to the date the
RIR was filed with the City. (RIR p. 15).
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$1,000 to Eligible Resident Owners who are 62 years of age or older and/or disabled;
(3) costs of moving all personal property; (4) payment of the costs of disposing of the
existing mobilehome if the home owner chooses to transfer the mobilehome to the Park
Owner; and (5) services of a relocation specialist as stated above.

As required by CMC §9128.21(C)(6), the on-site and off-site value of all resident-owned
mobilehomes in the Park was appraised by state-certified MAI appraiser James
Brabant.

The total appraised off-site value of the 57 resident-owned mobilehomes according to
Mr. Brabant’'s appraisal was $775,700, representing an average of $13,608.77 per
space. As stated in Mr. Brabant’s appraisal report, “For the opinions of off-site value we
have used the NADA Appraisal Guides and have assumed that the homes are not
located in a rental mobile home park. This is a hypothetical condition that is necessary
for the analysis.” (Exhibit 1.C, p. 7).

The appraised off-site values were naturally far lower than the appraised on-site values,
because the off-site values do not take into account the location of the coach, being
sited in a rent-controlled mobilehome park in the City of Carson. The total appraised on-
site value was $1,599,000, representing an average of $28,052.63 per space.

The Park Owner proposes to pay each Eligible Resident Owner whose coach cannot
feasibly be relocated to another park the appraised off-site value of his/her coach (plus
the other small lump sum payments discussed above). This proposal is based on Park
Owner’s contentions discussed above regarding non-applicability of AB 2782 to the
RIR, and on the City’s 2008 approval of a relocation impact report for closure of a
nonconforming mobilehome park known as Bel Abbey with required relocation impact
mitigation measures in the form of appraised off-site values of the Bel Abbey homes,
which ranged from $2,650 to 11,500, as well as moving/relocation costs ranging from
$1,500-$5,100. The Park Owner contends that the same standard should apply to
Rancho Dominguez, and offers to pay only what is proposed in the RIR, stating that if
the City seeks to impose mitigation measures beyond what is proposed by the Park
Owner, it must pay the entirety of the mitigation measures itself. (see RIR p. 15).

Despite these contentions and contingencies, which are indicative of the Park Owner’s
tactics discussed in Section 3.C and apparent lack of genuine concern for the residents’
welfare, the Planning Commission is obligated by AB 2782 to require the Park Owner to
pay the Brabant-appraised on-site values to resident owners who cannot relocate their
coaches to adequate housing in another park, because the on-site values, not the off-
site values, constitute the “in-place market value” of the homes within the meaning of
AB 2782.

Per the RIR, Park Owner will pay the costs of removal and disposition of the
mobilehome IF the homeowner chooses to transfer the mobilehome to the Park Owner.
(See RIR p. 17). To transfer the mobilehome to the Park Owner, the homeowner would
need to convey the mobilehome title to the Park Owner, so presumably the homeowner
would be responsible for paying off any liens or encumbrances (or otherwise, for paying
the costs of removal and disposition of the coach). However, the RIR notes that none of
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the 41 households that responded to the resident questionnaire reported any existing
loans on their homes.

The RIR identified 230 mobilehomes available for purchase within comparable parks
within 50 miles of the Park, with purchase prices ranging from $12,500 to $299,900,
although the maijority of the dwellings were listed between $50,000 - $150,000. In
addition, rental apartments within a 15-mile radius of the Park were available as follows:
(i) 9 studio apartments with monthly rent ranging from $950 to $1,795; (2) 25 one-
bedroom apartments with monthly rent ranging from $1,329 to $2,200; (3) 62 two-
bedroom apartments with monthly rent ranging from $1,695 to $3,950; and (4) 42 three-
bedroom apartments with rent ranging from $2,095 to $3,700. Finally, there were 97
condominiums available for sale at prices ranging from $230,000 to $460,000.

As an example of an apartment or mobilehome rental scenario, a resident homeowner
who cannot relocate his/her mobilehome and who nets $30,000 in payment as
mitigation assistance after transferring the mobilehome would be able to use the funds
to pay for 30 months’ worth of rent for an apartment/mobilehome at $1,000 per month,
20 months’ worth of rent at $1,500 per month, 15 months’ worth of rent at $2,000 per
month, or 12 months’ worth of rent at $2,500 per month, before the funds run out. If the
household nets $20,000 in relocation assistance, these numbers drop to 20 months at
$1,000 per month, 13.33 months at $1,500 per month, 10 months at $2,000 per month,
or 8 months at $2,500 per month.

Alternatively, as an example of a mobilehome purchase scenario, a 20% down payment
for purchase of a mobilehome costing $90,000 would be $18,000, leaving $12,000
remaining for a household that nets $30,000 in relocation assistance. However, the
household would then be obligated to pay mortgage payments on such purchase
($72,000 mortgage amount @ 5% interest for 30 years = $387/month) in addition to
space rents at rates that may not be subject to local rent control in the jurisdiction in
which the home is sited. Assuming a mortgage payment of $387 per month and a space
rent of $1,000 per month, a household that receives $30,000 in relocation assistance
would be able to pay for the home using relocation assistance for between 8-9 months
before the funds run out. Assuming a mortgage payment of $387 per month and a
space rent of $500 per month, a household that receives $30,000 in relocation
assistance would be able to pay for the home using relocation assistance for
approximately 13.5 months before the funds run out. A household that nets $20,000 in
relocation assistance would have just $2,000 remaining after the down payment for the
purchase in this scenario.

In regards to the timing of relocation benefit payments, the RIR provides that upon
issuance of the 6-month notice of termination of tenancy, Eligible Resident Owners
(discussed in section F, below) may submit written requests to the Park Owner and/or
relocation specialist to receive appropriate relocation benefits and will be immediately
entitled to the services of the relocation specialist. 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 the 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.
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Proposed Mitigation to Other Residents/Lessees

For residents who do not own their coaches (i.e., those who are tenants in Park-owned
coaches), the RIR states the Park Owner has no obligation to mitigate relocation costs,
and offers only to provide a fixed payment to “Eligible Home Renters™ based on the
federal fixed move schedule to assist with moving their personal property to a
replacement dwelling provided the renter and all other occupants permanently vacate
the Park. Subleasing is prohibited in the Park, and as such, Park Owner offers no
mitigation to subleasing tenants or non-residents. (RIR p. 17).

Affordable Housing Options/Impacts

The RIR does not propose any affordable housing options or subsidies for displaced
residents. However, the RIR does identify an anticipated future use of the Property,
describing it as including “denser workforce housing” consisting of 174 one, two and
three bedroom apartments (RIR p. 5). The RIR does not specify whether such use
would include actual deed-restricted affordable housing units, but does assert that it
would include and contribute to housing opportunities for low- and moderate-income
households within the City and would not materially contribute to a shortage of housing
opportunities for low- and moderate-income households.

As noted above, AB 2782 requires the City to make a finding as to whether or not
approval of the Park closure and the Park's conversion into its intended new use, taking
into consideration both the RIR as a whole and the overall housing availability within the
City, will result in or materially contribute to a shortage of housing opportunities and
choices for low- and moderate-income households within the City.

The City commissioned a study performed by City consultant RSG, Inc., in order to
assist in making this finding. (Exhibit 2). The study found that the closure of the Park will
materially contribute to the shortage of affordable housing in the City for several
reasons: (1) The potential future of the use of the site is uncertain and may take several
years to develop; (2) there are no available mobile home spaces for lease within the
City; (3) while there is a supply of market rate units, the existing marketplace cannot
accommodate the displaced residents at their income levels; and (4) although the City is
in negotiations with two private developers for the potential provision of over 200
affordable housing units to be included in projects in the housing development pipeline,
at this time only 83 affordable units are in the pipeline. The study further found that the
RIR as proposed does not adequately mitigate the effect of the closure of the Park on
the displaced residents, and recommended five potential mitigation measure options
including increasing relocation rental assistance.

* The RIR defines this term as “those who occupy a Park-owned mobilehome and are named on its lease agreement
with Park Owner at the time of filing the Impact Report.”
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F. Proposed Resolution and Conditions

Adoption of the proposed resolution (Exhibit 1) would approve the RIR subject to the
“Conditions of RIR No. 04-19” attached to the proposed resolution as Exhibit “D” (the
“Conditions”).

Based on the RSG study and other relevant documentation, the proposed resolution
(Exhibit 1) contains a finding, pursuant to Gov’'t Code Section 65863.7(e)(1)(B), that the
Park closure as proposed in the RIR will materially contribute to a shortage of housing
opportunities and choices for low- and moderate-income households within the City.

The Conditions would require Park Owner to pay the appraised on-site values to Eligible
Resident Owners whose homes cannot be relocated to available spaces in comparable
parks within 50 miles of the Park, rather than the appraised off-site values as proposed
in the RIR. This modification is required pursuant to AB 2782, and also reflects
substantial implementation of option 3 (“increase relocation assistance”) of the potential
mitigation measures suggested in the RSG study. Although the laws referenced in the
discussion of option 3 in the Study do not apply here because the City is not acquiring
the subject property for a public use, the basic premise of increasing the relocation
benefits required to be paid by the Park Owner under applicable law (e.g., AB 2782)
applies and is advanced by this modification.

Other changes recommended by staff and reflected in the Conditions relate to the
eligibility criteria for residents to qualify to receive the foregoing payments. These
include adding a caveat in Condition 9 to the effect that Option A shall apply only when
it is feasible to relocate a mobile home to an available space in a comparable
mobilehome park within a reasonable distance of the Park, and otherwise Option B will
apply to Eligible Resident Owners. “Within a reasonable distance” is defined to mean
within 50 miles, unless a resident expressly agrees to a further distance in writing.
Additionally, the definition of “Eligible Resident Owners” has been modified to remove
the “clear” title and continuous occupancy requirements, because these constitute
additional restrictions not found in AB 2782 and capable of creating a conflict therewith.
Finally, the provision suggesting that an Eligible Resident Owner must rent or buy a
replacement dwelling as a condition of entittement to Option B payments has been
removed because it is inconsistent with AB 2782 and because renting or buying a
replacement dwelling right away may not be feasible or in the best interest of a
particular homeowner depending on the timing and amount of mitigation payment
received and other considerations, and therefore should not be condition of entitlement
to receipt of Option B benefits. The Conditions also provide that the Option B benefits
shall be paid to the Eligible Resident Owner or successor-in-interest, to clarify that if an
Eligible Resident Owner passes away, or if his or her interest is transferred to a
successor in some other way prior to payment, the benefits will not be forfeited and
instead shall be paid to the Eligible Resident Owner’s successor-in-interest.

In regards to the timing of payment of Option B benefits, the Conditions require full
payment to be made to an Eligible Resident Owner at least 30 days prior to the date the
Eligible Resident Owner vacates the Park, provided that the resident provides
assurances to the satisfaction of the Park Owner that adequate arrangements have
been made to vacate the Park and that advance funding is needed to pay the relocation
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expense. Otherwise, the Conditions change the latest possible date of payment from 3
days after the date the Eligible Resident Owner vacates the Park, as proposed in the
RIR, to the date the Eligible Resident Owner vacates the Park.

Many of the Conditions are procedural in nature, for the purpose ensuring the fair and
orderly implementation of the City’s decision and the relocation impact mitigation
measures. The Conditions are generally similar to those imposed in connection with
approval of the relocation impact report for Imperial Avalon Mobile Estates in 2020.
However, there are some differences arising from different circumstances such as
applicability of AB 2782 and the different proposed mitigation measures and timeline for
Park closure.

For example, the Rancho Dominguez Park Owner, unlike the Imperial Avalon owner,
has not agreed to additional time for residents to vacate the Park after approval of the
RIR beyond the required six months’ notice of termination of tenancy. Accordingly, the
condition related to early termination of space tenancies (i.e., allowing residents to enter
into agreements to leave the park prior to park closure subject to payment of full
benefits) that was included for Imperial Avalon has been omitted. For this same reason,
Section 4 of the proposed resolution provides for the RIR approval to remain valid only
for the default period of 12 months pursuant to CMC Section 9128.21(l).

Notable Conditions include (among others):

e A condition providing that if an Eligible Resident Owner has failed or refused to
select a benefit package by the date of termination of their Park tenancy, subject
to a final 30-day notice given by the Park Owner, Option A will apply where it is
feasible to relocate the mobile home to a comparable mobile home park within a
reasonable distance of the Park, and Option B will apply where it is not. If the
Park Owner fails to give the required 30-day notice, Option B will apply.
(Condition No. 12).

e A condition requiring execution of a relocation agreement on a City Attorney-
approved form for all resident-homeowners who are subject to Option B and elect
to transfer their mobilehomes to the Park Owner, which agreement shall provide
for Park Owner to pay all escrow closing costs (Condition No. 14);

e A condition establishing a process whereby residents may apply for appraisal
adjustments to correct errors or omissions made in the Brabant appraisal
regarding the improvements or characteristics of their home. This does not allow
for a new appraisal or for use of a different appraisal methodology. (Condition
No. 17);

e A condition providing for appointment of a special master to resolve benefit
entitlement disputes between the Park Owner and Park residents related to
interpretation or implementation of the City’s decision on the RIR (Condition No.
18); and

e A provision for the City to retain jurisdiction to enforce the Conditions until after
the Park closure process is complete and all residents have vacated. (Condition
No. 19).
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V. Zoning and General Plan Consistency

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

VI. Environmental Review

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

VIl. Public Notice

Notice of the public hearing was posted to the subject property, and copies of the notice
of public hearing and the RIR were mailed to all residents and mobile home owners of
the Park via certified mail by the Director with assistance from the applicant pursuant to
CMC §9128.21(D) on February 24, 2021. The Director, with assistance from the
applicant, verified that all Park residents and mobilehome owners received these
documents and were therefore notified of the public hearing in accordance with
applicable law. The meeting agenda was posted on the City’s website and at City Hall
no less than 72 hours prior to the Planning Commission meeting.

VIlIl. Recommendation

That the Planning Commission:

e ADOPT Resolution No. 21-2708, A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING
COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF CARSON CONDITIONALLY APPROVING
RELOCATION IMPACT REPORT NO. 04-19 FOR MITIGATION OF
RELOCATION IMPACTS OF CLOSURE OF RANCHO DOMINGUEZ MOBILE
ESTATES.

IX. Exhibits

1. Draft Resolution No. 21-2708
A. Legal Description of Park Property
B. RIR
C. Brabant Appraisal Report (Main Introduction and Narrative Portion)
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D. Conditions of RIR No. 04-19
2. RSG Low- and Moderate-Income Housing Impact Analysis
3. Correspondence with Applicant (non-exclusive list)
A. Applicant Letter Dated April 5, 2019
B. City Letter Dated April 30, 2019
C. Applicant Letter Dated June 3, 2019
D. Email Correspondence Dated 7/15/20-10/9/20 re: Rancho Dominguez Home
Appraisals
E. City Letter Dated November 24, 2020
F. Applicant Letter Dated December 30, 2020
G. City Letter Dated January 25, 2021
H. Applicant Email Dated 1/27/21 re: Rancho Dominguez Mobile Estates
|. Applicant Letter Dated January 29, 2021
4. Public Comments

Prepared by: Saied Naaseh, Community Development Director; Alvie Betancourt,
Planning Manager; McKina Alexander, Associate Planner; City Attorney’s Office
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CITY OF CARSON
PLANNING COMMISSION

RESOLUTION NO. 21-2708

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF
THE CITY OF CARSON CONDITIONALLY APPROVING
RELOCATION IMPACT REPORT NO. 04-19 FOR
MITIGATION OF RELOCATION IMPACTS OF CLOSURE
OF RANCHO DOMINGUEZ MOBILE ESTATES

WHEREAS, on February 22, 2019, the Department of Community Development
received an application from Richard H. Close, Esq. of Cozen O’Connor for real property owned
by Carter-Spencer Enterprises, LLC (“Park Owner”) located at 435 E. Gardena Blvd. and legally
described in Exhibit “A” attached hereto, which is currently in operation as an 8l-space
mobilehome park known as Rancho Dominguez Mobile Estates (the “Park™), requesting
approval of a relocation impact report (designated by the City as relocation impact report no. 04-
19) to determine relocation impacts and relocation impact mitigation measures related to the
applicant’s proposed closure of the Park. However, no relocation impact report was submitted
with the application. The application is on file with the Department of Community Development.

WHEREAS, after correspondence between the applicant and the City related to
application incompleteness and a dispute regarding the identification of the “person proposing
the change in use” pursuant to Government Code Section 65863.7(i), an initial relocation impact
report was submitted on or about October 26, 2020. An appraisal of the 57 resident-owned
homes in the Park was also conducted and submitted in connection therewith. After further
correspondence regarding the foregoing issues and the impending effectiveness of a new state
law, AB 2782, a revised relocation impact report (the “RIR”) was submitted on or about
December 30, 2020. A copy of the RIR is attached hereto as Exhibit “B” and incorporated herein
by reference. The application for approval of the RIR was completed on January 29, 2021.

WHEREAS, on February 24, 2021, pursuant to Carson Municipal Code Section
9128.21(D), the Director, with assistance from the applicant, mailed a copy of the RIR and
individualized appraisal documentation via certified mail to all residents and owners of mobile
homes in the Park, and gave notice by certified mail to the applicant, the residents, and any
nonresident owners of mobile homes in the Park of the date, time and place for hearing of the
application by the City’s Planning Commission on April 27, 2021, and confirmed that such
materials were received in accordance with applicable law; and

WHEREAS, studies and investigations were made and a staff report with
recommendations was submitted, and the Planning Commission, upon giving the required notice,
did on the 27th day of April, 2021, conduct a duly noticed public hearing as required by law to
consider the RIR.

NOW, THEREFORE, THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
CARSON, CALIFORNIA, HEREBY RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS:
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SECTION 1. The Planning Commission finds that the foregoing recitals are true and
correct, and the same are incorporated herein by reference as findings of fact.

SECTION 2. Upon review of the RIR and consideration of the written and oral evidence
received at the hearing, the Planning Commission further finds as follows:

a) The Park Owner is the “person or entity proposing the change in use” for purposes of
Gov’t Code Section 65863.7. Without limitation, some of the facts highlighting this
unmistakable reality are as set forth below.

The City did not initiate or pursue any code enforcement or other legal or
administrative action or proceeding against the Park Owner or any predecessor-in-
interest at any time related to termination of the Park use. The Park Owner initiated
this application process by filing the RIR and related application materials. The
application filing was of the Park Owner’s own volition. The City was unaware of
Park Owner’s intent to file the application prior to its filing and did not inform the
Park Owner that it was required to file an RIR application. Conversely, the City
expressly informed the Park Owner that it was not required to proceed with the RIR
application, and that it was free to withdraw its application and abandon the proposed
closure if it wished to do so, via written correspondence on April 30, 2019. Also on
said date, the City informed the Park Owner that it was considering, or was open to
the possibility of, changing the land use or zoning designation of the Park in
connection with the City’s pending General Plan update process or otherwise, and
invited the Park Owner to participate in that process. The Park Owner reached out to
City staff, not to address the nonconforming zoning status for purposes of continuing
the Park use, but rather for the purpose of exploring potential development terms and
allowances for a future residential or mixed use development and obtaining a zoning
designation that would support a mixed-use development, at a minimum density of 30
units per acre, revealing its true desire of closing and subsequently redeveloping the
Park property to increase profitability. The Park Owner’s desired future development
plan is reflected in the RIR (p. 5, Exh. “I”).

The City reiterated its position via written correspondence on November 24, 2020,
and in an application incompleteness determination letter to the Park Owner dated
January 25, 2021, the City observed and informed the Park Owner as follows:

“the Park Owner has ostensibly taken no interest in the City’s overtures . . .
regarding potential changes to the Park’s zoning to remove the nonconforming
status. If the Park Owner wished to continue operating the Park, the Park
Owner would be actively seeking such a change from the City, rather than
ignoring these possibilities,” and informed the Park Owner that “[t]he City has
refrained from pursuing any zoning change for the Park because Park Owner
has neither applied for nor shown any interest in same, and because City is
and has been under the impression that the Park Owner’s true desire is to close
the Park . . . If the Park Owner truly wishes to continue operating the Park but
is perturbed by the lack of certainty associated with the Park’s current zoning
status, please notify [City staff] within the next three (3) business days, and
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[City staff] will be happy to work with you toward Park Owner’s submittal
and processing of a zone change application pursuant to Carson Municipal
Code Section 9172.13. However, in that case, the RIR application should be
withdrawn, or applicable processing timelines tolled.”

The Applicant responded on January 27, 2021, stating “As soon as our client has
determined action that they are interested in pursuing, I will respond to the suggestion
of rezoning.” However, on January 29, 2021, the Applicant followed up by
incorrectly asserting that the City’s January 25, 2021 letter had deemed the RIR
application complete, requesting that a hearing on the application be scheduled, and
stating the applicant’s disagreement with the remainder of the letter. Thus, the
applicant made clear it preferred to pursue Park closure and was not interested in
continuing to operate the Park even if the nonconforming status were removed. So,
the City moved forward with setting the RIR application for hearing. To date, the City
is willing to allow the Park Owner to withdraw the RIR application and work
cooperatively with the Park Owner toward rezoning the Park to eliminate the
nonconforming status, but the Park Owner declines to do so.

b) In accordance with Gov’t Code Section 65863.8, on February 5, 2021, the City
informed the applicant in writing of the provisions of Section 798.56 of the Civil
Code and all applicable local requirements which impose upon the applicant a duty to
notify residents and mobilehome owners of the Park of the proposed change in use,
and specified the manner in which the applicant shall verify that residents and
mobilehome owners of the Park have been notified of the proposed change in use.
The City’s Community Development Director and Planning Division staff, with
assistance from the applicant as stated in the foregoing recitals, and while denying
that the City is the “person or entity proposing the change in use,” has verified that a
copy of the RIR has been provided to all Park residents and mobilehome owners at
least 60 days in advance of the hearing as required by Gov’t Code Section
65863.7(b), thereby also satisfying the required that the RIR be provided to all Park
residents and nonresident mobilehome owners at least 30 days in advance of the
hearing as required by Carson Municipal Code (“CMC”) Section 9128.21(D), and
that the Park residents and homeowners have been notified of the proposed Park
closure and the Planning Commission’s hearing on the RIR at least 60 days in
advance of the hearing in the manner prescribed by Section 798.56(g)(1) of the Civil
Code, and that the Park residents and homeowners have been notified of the hearing
and provided with the required individual appraisal documentation at least 30 days in
advance of the hearing in the manner prescribed by CMC Section 9128.21(D).
Additionally, a survey of resident’s support for the proposed closure was issued in
accordance with City Charter Section 207(B)(10), and the responses have been duly
reviewed and considered by the Commission. Based on the foregoing, the
Commission finds that Gov’t Code Section 65863.8 has been complied with.

c) As required by CMC Section 9128.21(C)(6), the “on-site” and “off-site” value of
each of the mobilehomes in the Park has been appraised by an appraiser selected by
the City with the cost borne by the applicant. The appraisal report determining the on-
site and off-site values was submitted with the RIR application. The appraisal was
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conducted by James Brabant, MAI, a state-certified appraiser with experience
establishing the value of mobilehomes. The main introduction and narrative portion
of Mr. Brabant’s appraisal report is attached hereto as Exhibit “C” and incorporated
herein by reference, and the individualized appraisal documentation (consisting of
individual home summaries) is available at
https://ci.carson.ca.us/content/files/pdfs/planning/sr/2021-04-27/RDME-Brabant-

Individual-Home-Appraisal-Summaries.pdf and incorporated herein by reference.

The Commission finds that the “on-site” values of the homes, as appraised by Mr.
Brabant, also constitute the “in-place market values” of the homes within the meaning
of AB 2782. The appraisal was conducted using a “Sales Comparison Approach”,
which compares the subject homes to similar homes that have recently sold and takes
into account the current in-place location of the homes in the Park, a rent-controlled
mobilehome park in the City of Carson. The report was prepared prior to January 1,
2021 (the effective date of AB 2782), but contemplated the impending effectiveness
of AB 2782 and its potential applicability to the City’s decision on the RIR depending
on timing, and provides that the comparable sales used for purposes of the appraisal
would not be affected by applicability of AB 2782. The report provides that due to the
nonconforming status of the Park, the in-place market value cannot be based on a
hypothetical condition that the Park was not going to close and sales from
mobilehome parks that are not nonconforming uses cannot be utilized. For that
reason, Mr. Brabant did not utilize such sales, instead using only comparable sales
from within the Park.

Based on review of AB 2782 and the appraisal report and other relevant
documentation, the Commission finds that Mr. Brabant’s appraisal of the “on-site
values” of the coaches, which also constitute the “in-place market value” of the
coaches within the meaning of AB 2782, complies with AB 2782.

d) The Park closure as proposed in the RIR would permanently displace all Park
residents.

e) For residents who own their homes and meet the Option B Eligibility Criteria (as
defined below), the RIR proposes to pay Brabant’s appraised off-site values, in
addition to lump sum payments of $3,200 for a one-bedroom mobilehome, $3,800 for
a two-bedroom mobilehome, and $4,800 for a three-bedroom mobilehome as rental
assistance in the form of first and last month’s rent for subsequent housing, and an
additional $1,000 for elderly and/or disabled residents (collectively, the “Additional
Payments”).

f) Approving the RIR as proposed for the resident-homeowners who cannot relocate
their coaches would violate AB 2782, which requires payment of the in-place market
values to all residents who cannot relocate their coaches to adequate housing in
another mobilehome park. This is expected to include all 57 resident-homeowners in
the Park, because as stated on p.9 of the RIR, “it is a reasonable assumption that none
of the Park mobile homes may be relocated to a comparable mobilehome park within
the vicinity of the Park,” and because as stated on p.5 of the Study (as defined below),
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“it is extremely unlikely that many of the coaches, due to their age, will be able to be
transported.” AB 2782 applies to the City’s decision on the RIR. Accordingly,
compliance with AB 2782 is mandatory, including (but not limited to) requiring Park
Owner to pay the Brabant-appraised on-site values to all of the aforementioned Park
resident-homeowners.

g) Additionally, payment of off-site values as proposed in the RIR would violate CMC
Section 9128.21(E) because it does not represent “reasonable measures . . . provided
in an effort to mitigate the adverse impact of the conversion on the ability of the park
residents to be displaced to find alternative housing” in light of the current price of
obtaining alternative housing.

From the RIR’s discussion of “Replacement Housing Resources” on pages 8-10 of
the RIR, and from the supporting Exhibits F-G thereto, it is clear that the current cost
of finding replacement housing within the vicinity of the Park, whether buying or
renting for any significant period of time, is extremely high in relation to the
proposed payment of appraised off-site values, which average $13,608.77 per
resident-owned coach. As such, payment of the proposed off-site values would not be
sufficient to allow residents to secure alternative housing for any significant period of
time.

Furthermore, according to the RIR (p. 7), of 35 reporting Park households, 11
reported being extremely low income (less than 30% of Area Median Income
[“AMI]), 10 reported being very low income (31-50% of AMI), and 11 reported
being low income (51-80% of AMI), whereas only 3 households reported being
above low income.

No affordable housing options or alternatives are proposed in the RIR, and according
to the Study (as defined below), there are “few existing affordable housing options
within the City of Carson for the displaced residents,” including no available rent-
controlled mobilehome spaces for lease in the City. (Study p. 8). Also, according to
the Study, “while there is a supply of market rate units, the existing marketplace
cannot accommodate the displaced residents at their income levels.” (Study p. 10).

Therefore, there is a very real threat that if the RIR were approved on the proposed
off-site values, a significant number of the Park residents would face homelessness
within a short period of time after being displaced.

h) By contrast, the average on-site value/in-place market value of the resident-owned
homes in the Park as appraised by Mr. Brabant is $28,052.63, more than double the
average appraised off-site value. Adding the Additional Payment to this amount
would result in the average Park resident-homeowner receiving between $31,252.63
and $33,852.63, which, together with the additional modifications discussed below
and set forth in the conditions attached hereto as Exhibit “D” (“Conditions™) the
Commission finds constitutes reasonable measures to mitigate the adverse impact of
the Park closure on the ability of the Park residents to be displaced to find alternative
housing within the meaning of CMC Section 9128.21(E).
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1) The RIR provides that the foregoing payments will only be available to residents who
meet the following criteria: (1) it is not feasible to relocate the mobilehome; (2) the
resident constitutes an “Eligible Resident Owner,” defined as a registered owner(s) of
the mobilehome with clear title, or trustors or beneficiaries of living trusts holding
clear title to the mobilehome or hold a life estate in the mobilehome, whose
mobilehome was located in the Park and who have resided in that mobilehome
continually since prior to the date the RIR was filed with the City; and (3) the Eligible
Resident Owner rents or buys a replacement dwelling (collectively, the Option B
Eligibility Criteria”).

J) Inregards to the first Option B Eligibility Criterion, the Commission finds that adding
the caveat “to an available space in a comparable mobilehome park within a
reasonable distance of the Park,” in addition to the other mitigation measures and
conditions discussed herein and set forth in the Conditions, is necessary to provide
reasonable measures to mitigate the adverse impact of the Park closure on the ability
of the Park residents to be displaced to find alternative housing within the meaning of
CMC Section 9128.21(E), and such mitigation measure is authorized pursuant to
CMC §9128.21 and Gov’t Code §65863.7(¢)(2), and therefore the Commission sees
fit to do so. Within a “reasonable distance” shall for all purposes mean within 50
miles of the Park, unless a resident expressly agrees in writing to a greater distance.
Accordingly, as set forth in the Conditions, Option A will only apply when it is
feasible to relocate a mobilehome to an available space in a comparable mobilehome
park within a reasonable distance of the Park, and when doing so is not feasible,
Option B will apply, subject to the other Option B Eligibility Criteria with
modifications as discussed below and set forth in the Conditions.

k) In regards to the second Option B Eligibility Criterion, the Commission desires to
ensure that the definition of “Eligible Resident Owner” is not capable of producing a
situation wherein a resident who is entitled to payment of in-place market value
pursuant to AB 2782 is precluded from receiving such payment based on not falling
within the definition of “Eligible Resident Owner.” As such, the Commission sees fit
to revise the definition to remove the “clear” title and continuous occupancy
requirements, because these constitute additional restrictions engrafted onto AB 2782
capable of creating a conflict therewith. While clear title may be needed for a
homeowner to convey the mobilehome title to the Park Owner, doing so is not a
requirement of eligibility to receive the benefit payment, but rather only carries the
benefit to the resident of having the Park Owner provide for removal and disposition
of the mobilehome. Accordingly, the revised definition of “Eligible Resident Owner,”
for all purposes, as set forth in the Conditions, shall read as follows: “registered
owner(s) of the mobilehome with title, or trustors or beneficiaries of living trusts
holding title to the mobilehome or holding a life estate in the mobilehome, whose
mobilehome was located in the Park and who resided in the mobilehome as of the
Effective Date of the Resolution.” Additionally, in the event an Eligible Resident
Owner passes away before receiving payment or his or her interest in the relocation
benefits is for some other reason transferred to a successor before being paid out to
the Eligible Resident Owner, the benefit entitlement should not be forfeited, and
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should instead be paid to the successor-in-interest; this modification is reflected in
this Conditions.

1) In regards to the third Option B Eligibility Criterion, the Commission sees fit to
remove this criterion as it is not consistent with AB 2782, and because renting or
buying a replacement dwelling right away may not be feasible or in the best interest
of a particular homeowner depending on the timing and amount of mitigation
payment received and other considerations, and therefore should not be condition of
entitlement to receipt of Option B benefits.

m) In regards to timing of payment of Option B benefits, the RIR (p. 17, paragraph B.7)
proposes to pay benefits by, at latest, within three (3) days of vacation of the Park by
the Eligible Resident Owner, and provides that the Park Owner may pay all or some
portion of the benefits earlier if the resident provides assurances to the satisfaction of
the Park Owner that adequate arrangements have been made to vacate the Park and
that advance funding is needed to pay the relocation expense. The Commission sees
fit to change this such that all of the monetary benefits shall be paid by 30 days prior
to the Eligible Resident Owner’s actual vacation of the Park provided that the resident
provides assurances to the satisfaction of the Park Owner that adequate arrangements
have been made to vacate the Park and that advance funding is needed to pay the
relocation expense, and otherwise, the latest possible date of payment to the Eligible
Resident Owner is the date the Eligible Resident Owner vacates the Park, as set forth
in the Conditions.

n) Requiring the Park Owner to take the relocation impact mitigation measures
identified in the RIR, subject to the modifications and additional requirements set
forth in the Conditions and discussed herein, constitutes reasonable measures to
mitigate the adverse impact of the Park closure on the ability of the Park residents to
be displaced to find alternative housing within the meaning of CMC Section
9128.21(E), and such measures are authorized to be imposed by the Commission as
Conditions pursuant to CMC §9128.21 and Gov’t Code §65863.7(¢)(2).

o) The RIR addresses the availability of adequate replacement housing in mobilehome
parks. The RIR also addresses relocation costs, including the costs of moving a
mobilehome and purchasing an available mobilehome in another park or other
available housing.

p) In preparation of the RIR, the applicant, with assistance from Overland, Pacific &
Cutler, Inc., conducted a survey of all mobilehome parks within a 30 mile radius of
the Park, and all comparable mobilehome parks within a 50 mile radius of the Park,
and identified 37 available spaces. The RIR also asserted that according to generally
accepted standards and practices among mobile home park operators, a park will
generally accept mobilehomes that are less than 5 years old and deny homes that are
more than 10 years old. None of the existing mobilehomes in the Park meet the 10-
year age standard based on information provided, regardless of condition. Therefore,
under generally accepted standards and practices, it is a reasonable assumption that
none of the mobilehomes in the Park may be relocated to a comparable mobilehome
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park within the vicinity of the Park. Therefore, it is anticipated that all of mobilehome
Park resident-homeowners will ultimately select and be provided with relocation
benefits in accordance with their appraised on-site value benefit package.

q) The RIR identified 230 mobilehomes available for purchase within comparable parks
within a 50-mile radius of the Park, with purchase prices ranging from $12,500 to
$299,900, although the majority of the dwellings were listed between $50,000 -
$150,000. In addition, rental apartments were available within a 15-mile radius of the
Park as follows: (i) 9 studio apartments with monthly rent ranging from $950 to
$1,795; (2) 25 one-bedroom apartments with monthly rent ranging from $1,329 to
$2,200; (3) 62 two-bedroom apartments with monthly rent ranging from $1,695 to
$3,950; and (4) 42 three-bedroom apartments with rent ranging from $2,095 to
$3,700. Finally, there were 97 condominiums available for sale at prices ranging from
$230,000 to $460,000. Residents who cannot feasibly relocate their mobilehome and
who select the appraised value benefit package could use their lump sum payment to
purchase or rent such available housing.

r) AB 2782 requires the Commission to “make a finding as to whether or not approval
of the [P]ark closure and the [P]ark’s conversion into its intended new use, taking into
consideration both the impact report as a whole and the overall housing availability
within the [City], will result in or materially contribute to a shortage of housing
opportunities and choices for low- and moderate-income households within the
[City].” Gov’t Code §65863.7(e)(1)(B).

The City commissioned a study by an independent consultant (RSG, Inc.) for the
purpose of assisting the Commission in making this finding, and the study is available
at: https://ci.carson.ca.us/content/files/pdfs/planning/st/2021-04-
27/Exb2RanchoDominguezRSGStudyL. MIHAnalysisMemo.pdf and incorporated
herein by reference (the “Study”). The Commission has reviewed the RIR, any
additional relevant documentation, and the Study. Based on said review, the
Commission finds that approval of the Park closure and the Park’s conversion into its
intended new use on the terms proposed in the RIR, taking into consideration both the
RIR as a whole and the overall housing availability within the City, will materially
contribute to a shortage of housing opportunities and choices for low- and moderate-
income households within the City for several reasons:

(1) The potential future of the use of the site is uncertain and may take several years
to develop due to the requirement of discretionary approvals issued by City;

(2) there are no available mobile home spaces for lease within the City;

(3) while there is a supply of market rate units, the existing marketplace cannot
accommodate the displaced residents at their income levels; and

(4) there are few additional affordable housing units in the development pipeline.

The Study recommended five potential mitigation measure options that the City may
consider imposing as a condition of approval of the RIR pursuant to Gov’t Code
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Section 65863.7, including increasing relocation rental assistance (the third suggested
option, p. 12). Although the laws referenced in the discussion of said option in the
Study do not apply here because the City is not acquiring the subject property for a
public use, the basic premise of increasing the relocation benefits required to be paid
by the Park Owner under applicable law (e.g., AB 2782) is relevant here.

The Commission has considered the suggested options, and finds that conditioning
approval of the RIR so as to require payment of Mr. Brabant’s appraised on-site
values for all Park resident-homeowners who cannot relocate their coaches to
available spaces in comparable mobilehome parks within a reasonable distance of the
Park constitutes substantial implementation of option (3) suggested in the Study, and
constitutes a mitigation measure that the Commission is authorized to impose
pursuant to Gov’t Code Section 65863.7(¢)(2), and indeed required to impose
pursuant to Gov’t Code Section 65863.7(a)(2)(A) as noted above, and together with
the other required mitigation measures discussed herein and reflected in the
Conditions, constitutes reasonable measures to be provided by the Park Owner in an
effort to mitigate the adverse impact of the conversion on the ability of the Park
residents to find alternative housing pursuant to CMC Section 9128.21(E) as noted
above. Accordingly, the Commission sees fit to impose said requirement, as shown in
the Conditions.

s) Based on the foregoing findings and a review of the RIR, the RIR, as modified and
conditioned pursuant to the Conditions, includes a replacement and relocation plan
that adequately mitigates the impact upon the ability of the displaced residents of the
Park to find adequate housing in a mobilehome park, as required by Gov’t Code
Section 65863.7(a)(1).

SECTION 3. The Planning Commission further finds that the City’s review of/decision
upon the RIR is not subject to review under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA™)
because the RIR does not constitute a “project” within the meaning of CEQA. (Pub. Res. Code
§21065; 14 CCR §15378). Approval of the RIR does not have the potential for resulting in either
a direct physical change in the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change
in the environment. Approval of the RIR relates only to the determination of the measures
required to be taken by the applicant to mitigate the adverse impacts on Park residents who will
be displaced by the closure of the Park, as authorized and required by applicable law.
Additionally, approval of the RIR does not constitute “approval” of any “project” for purposes of
CEQA, because the RIR is not a project, and because approval of the RIR does not commit the
City to a definite course of action or foreclose options or alternatives in regard to any project
intended to be carried out by any person, including the applicant, with respect to the subject
property or any other property, and because it does not constitute a commitment to issue or the
issuance of a discretionary contract, grant, subsidy, loan, or other form of financial assistance,
lease, permit, license, certificate, or other entitlement for use of a project (14 CCR §15352).

SECTION 4. The Planning Commission of the City of Carson, pursuant to the findings
noted above, does hereby approve RIR No. 04-19, attached hereto as Exhibit “B,” subject to the
“Conditions of RIR No. 04-19” attached hereto as Exhibit “D.” The RIR approval granted
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pursuant to this Section 4 shall take effect one year after the Resolution Effective Date and shall
remain in effect for one year pursuant to Carson Municipal Code Section 9128.21(1).

SECTION S. This decision of the Planning Commission shall become effective and final
15 days after the date of adoption of this Resolution unless an appeal is filed in accordance with
Sections 9128.21(F) and 9173.4 of the Zoning Ordinance (the “Resolution Effective Date”).

SECTION 6. The Secretary of the Planning Commission shall certify to the adoption of
this Resolution.

PASSED, APPROVED and ADOPTED this 27th day of April, 2021.

Charles Thomas (Covid Signature)
CHAIRPERSON

ATTEST:

SECRETARY
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EXHIBIT “A”
LEGAL DESCRIPTION

PARCEL 1: THAT PORTION OF LOT 14 OF THE BASSETT TRACT, COUNTY OF LOS
ANGELES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, IN BOOK 2, PAGE 44 OF MAPS, IN THE OFFICE
OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF SAID COUNTY, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAID LOT; THENCE
NORTHWESTERLY ALONG THE EAST LINE 369.80 FEET TO THE NORTH LINE,
THENCE WESTERLY ALONG THE NORTH LINE 330.71 FEET TO A POINT, THENCE
SOUTHWESTERLY 367.17 FEET MORE OR LESS, TO A POINT IN THE SOUTH LINE OF
SAID LOT, DISTANT WESTERLY 331.10 FEET, FROM THE SOUTHEAST CORNER;
THENCE EASTERLY ALONG THE SOUTH LINE 331.10 FEET TO THE POINT OF
BEGINNING.

EXCEPT THEREFROM THE NORTH 233.05 FEET OF SAID PORTION.

PARCEL 2:

THE EASTERLY 5 ACRES OF LOT 15, (ACREAGE ESTIMATED TO THE CENTER OF
PALM AVENUE, NOW 165TH STREET, AND THE WESTERLY LINE OF SAID 5 ACRES
BEING PARALLEL WITH THE EASTERLY LINE OF SAID LOT) OF THE BASSETT

TRACT, AS PER MAP RECORDED IN BOOK 2 PAGE 44 OF MAPS, IN THE OFFICE OF
THE COUNTY RECORDER OF SAID COUNTY.
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EXHIBIT “D”

CONDITIONS OF RIR NO. 04-19

1. The property owner and applicant shall execute and record a certificate of acceptance of
these conditions within 30 days of the date of effectiveness of Planning Commission Resolution
No. 21-2708 (the “Resolution”), approving RIR No. 04-19 (the “RIR”) on the terms set forth in
the Resolution and subject to these conditions.

2. Pursuant to Section 4 of the Resolution, the earliest possible date of Park closure (i.e., the
earliest date on which the Park Owner may compel residents to vacate the Park, subject to
compliance with these conditions) shall be one year from the Resolution Effective Date as
defined in Section 4 of the Resolution (the “Earliest Possible Closure Date”).

3. The RIR approval that is the subject of these conditions may not be transferred or
assigned without the prior written consent of the Director, which may be withheld only if the
proposed transferee is financially insolvent or otherwise incapable of fulfilling these conditions.

4. The property owner and applicant, and their successors and assigns (“Park Owner”) shall
comply with all applicable state and local laws and regulations, and these conditions, in
connection with implementation of the RIR, including with respect to all required relocation
impact mitigation measures.

5. Any proceeding for revocation of the RIR approval that is the subject of these conditions
shall be initiated and conducted in accordance with Carson Municipal Code (“CMC”) Section
9128.21(I)(3).

6. Any modification of these conditions, including additions or deletions, may be
considered upon filing of an application by the Park Owner in accordance with CMC Section
9173.1. Notwithstanding the foregoing, any modification of relocation impact mitigation
measures subsequent to adoption of the Resolution shall be processed in accordance with CMC
Section 9128.21(G).

7. If any of these conditions alters a commitment made by the Park Owner in another
document, the conditions enumerated herein shall take precedence unless superseded by a
Development Agreement, which shall govern over any conflicting provisions of any other
approval. These conditions shall prevail and supersede over any conflicting provisions of the
RIR to the extent of a conflict.

8. All approvals by City, unless otherwise specified, shall be by the head of the department
requiring the condition. Unless otherwise specified herein, all agreements, deposits and other
documents required herein where City is a party shall be in a form approved by the City
Attorney. The Park Owner shall pay the cost for review and approval of such agreements and
deposit necessary funds pursuant to the Reimbursement Agreement entered into between the City
and Park Owner dated July 15, 2020 (“Reimbursement Agreement”).

9. Park Owner, and each of them, for themselves and their successors in interest
(“Indemnitors”), agree to defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City of Carson, its agents,
officers, and employees, and each of them (“Indemnitees”), from and against any and all claims,
liabilities, damages, losses, costs, fees, expenses, penalties, errors, omissions, forfeitures, actions,
and proceedings (collectively, “Claims”) against Indemnitees to attack, set aside, void, or annul
the RIR approval that is the subject of these conditions, and any Claims against Indemnitees

01007.0594/707445.9



which are in any way related to Indemnitees’ review of or decision upon the RIR (including
without limitation any Claims related to any finding, determination, or claim of exemption made
by Indemnitees pursuant to the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act), and
any Claims against Indemnitees which are in any way related to any damage or harm to people
or property, real or personal, arising from consideration or approval of the RIR or Indemnitors’
operations related thereto or in furtherance thereof. The City will promptly notify Indemnitors of
any such claim, action or proceeding against Indemnitees, and, at the option of the City,
Indemnitors shall either undertake the defense of the matter or pay Indemnitees’ associated legal
costs, or shall advance funds assessed by the City to pay for the defense of the matter by the City
Attorney. In the event the City opts for Indemnitors to undertake defense of the matter, the City
will cooperate reasonably in the defense, but retains the right to settle or abandon the matter
subject to Indemnitors’ consent, which consent shall not be unreasonably withheld. In the event
the City undertakes defense of the matter, Indemnitors shall provide a deposit to the City in the
amount of 20% of the City’s estimate, in its reasonable discretion, of the cost of litigation, and
shall make additional deposits as requested by the City to keep the deposit at such level. If
Indemnitors fail to provide or maintain the deposit, Indemnitees may abandon defense of the
action and Indemnitors shall pay all costs resulting therefrom and Indemnitees shall have no
liability to Indemnitors.

10.  Park Owner shall perform the relocation impact mitigation measures set forth in the RIR
as approved with modifications pursuant to the Resolution, including these conditions (the
“Approved RIR”), in accordance with the procedures, terms, conditions and requirements set
forth in the Approved RIR. The required relocation impact mitigation measures include but are
not limited to the following:

a. (Option A) In situations where it is feasible to relocate a mobile home to an available
space in a comparable mobilehome park within a reasonable distance of the Park,
payment will be provided as set forth below to Eligible Resident Owners or their
successors-in-interest (Eligible Resident Owners are registered owner(s) of the
mobilehome with title, or trustors or beneficiaries of living trusts holding title to the
mobilehome or holding a life estate in the mobilehome, whose mobilehome was
located in the Park and who resided in the mobilehome as of the Effective Date of the
Resolution):

1. Reimburse the actual cost to relocate the mobile home, including without
limitation, to disassemble, transport, reassemble and level the mobile home and
all permitted moveable accessory structures (awnings, skirting, porches,
carports, storage structures, skirting, etc.) to another mobile home park within a
reasonable distance of the Park. Transportation of the mobile home will be
arranged by the relocation specialist and provided by a licensed, bonded and
insured mover, who will disconnect and reconnect all utilities and obtain all
required permits;

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

1v.

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

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

Payment of a lump sum to compensate for any differential between rental rates
at the Park and the new mobile home park during the first year of the new
tenancy.

b. (Option B) In situations where it is not feasible to relocate the mobile home to an
available space in a comparable mobilehome park within a reasonable distance of the
Park, payment will be provided to an Eligible Resident Owner as follows:

L.

1l.

iil.

1v.
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Lump sum payment equal to the on-site value of the mobile home as determined
by James Brabant, MAI, set forth in the appraisal report attached to the
Resolution as Exhibit “C”, plus additional moving and relocation assistance
provided below, with any outstanding liens, unpaid property taxes, HCD
registration fees, or any other outstanding or required payments first deducted
(the “Appraised Value Payment”). Notwithstanding the foregoing, Eligible
Resident Owners who acquired their mobilehomes in the Park for a purchase
price that was higher than the on-site value of the mobilehome as appraised by
Mr. Brabant shall be entitled to receive, in lieu of the Appraised Value Payment,
a lump sum payment equal to the full purchase price that the Eligible Resident
Owner or his/her/their successor-in-interest paid for the mobilehome in the
Park, with any outstanding liens, unpaid property taxes, HCD registration fees,
or any other outstanding or required payments first deducted, upon submission
of any proof of the relevant purchase of the mobilehome in the form of escrow
documentation or receipts;

An additional lump sum of $3,200 for a one-bedroom mobilehome, $3,800 for a
two-bedroom, and $4,800 for a three-bedroom as rental assistance in the form of
first and last month’s rent for subsequent housing;

An extra $5,000 will be provided to Eligible Resident Owners who are 62 years
of age or older and/or disabled. Where the title or life estate to a mobilehome is
held jointly by a married couple or is otherwise held by multiple individuals
who individually or collectively constitute the Eligible Resident Owner(s) of the
mobilehome, only one such individual must meet the foregoing criteria in order
for this benefit to apply; however, there is a limit of one such $5,000 payment
per mobilehome household).

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



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

vi. If the Eligible Resident Owner chooses to transfer the mobilehome to the Park
Owner, the Park Owner will be physically and financially responsible for any
disposal or disposition of the dwelling;

vii. A lump sum payment to compensate for any differential between rental rates at
the Park and the rental housing alternative during the first year of tenancy.
Eligible Resident Owners shall be compensated based on the Fair Market Rents
for new construction and substantial rehabilitation for the Los Angeles area as
established by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.
Eligible Resident Owners shall be compensated based on the number of
bedrooms in the mobile home so that a one (1) bedroom mobile home may be
compensated based on a one (1) bedroom apartment, a two (2) bedroom mobile
home based on a two (2) bedroom apartment, etc.

viii. Upon the issuance of the Notice of Termination, Eligible Resident Owners may
submit written requests (on a form provided by the Park Owner and approved
by the City Attorney, which shall be translated into Spanish by a certified
translator at the Park Owner’s expense pursuant to the Reimbursement
Agreement) to the Park Owner and/or relocation specialist to receive
appropriate relocation benefits, and will be immediately entitled to the services
of the relocation specialist.

c. For Eligible Home Renters (those who occupy a Park-owned mobilehome and are
named on its lease agreement with Park Owner at the time the Impact Report was
filed with the City (December 30, 2020), the Park Owner will provide the following:

1. A fixed payment based on the federal fixed move schedule for the State of
California to assist with moving their personal property to a replacement
dwelling provided the renter and all other occupants permanently vacate the
Park.

ii. A lump sum payment to compensate for any differential between rental rates
at the Park and the rental housing alternative during the first year of tenancy.
Eligible Home Renters shall be compensated based on the Fair Market Rents
for new construction and substantial rehabilitation for the Los Angeles area as
established by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.
Eligible Home Renters shall be compensated based on the number of
bedrooms in the mobile home so that a one (1) bedroom mobile home may be
compensated based on a one (1) bedroom apartment, a two (2) bedroom
mobile home based on a two (2) bedroom apartment, etc.

d. Where services of a relocation specialist are to be provided as set forth herein, a
relocation specialist shall be made available to assist mobile home owner residents
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with their relocation assistance needs, up to 8 hours per household or more as may be
granted by the Park Owner, which shall include the following:

i.  Be available to provide an explanation of benefits, so residents have a full
understanding of the issues related to the closure of the Park;

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

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

iv.  Provide assistance in claiming relocation assistance funds from the Park
Owner; and

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

11.  Procedures for claiming of benefits and other relocation plan logistics not addressed in
these conditions shall be as stated in the RIR. In the event of any ambiguity or uncertainty, the
relocation specialist will work with the affected resident(s) to resolve the issue in a mutually
agreeable fashion, and any such issues that cannot be resolved between the relocation specialist
and the resident(s) shall be subject to final determination by the Director, or the Special Master
pursuant to Condition No. 19 where applicable.

12.  Within 45 days of the Resolution Effective Date, Park Owner shall give a notice of the
Approved RIR, including a copy of the Resolution and these conditions (with a copy translated
into Spanish pursuant to Condition No. 20), to all Park residents and homeowners. Park Owner
shall then give the 6-month notice of termination of tenancy and closure of the Park to resident-
homeowners as required by Civil Code section 798.56(g)(2)(A) (as renumbered pursuant to AB
2782) and CMC Section 9128.21(H), except that no such notice shall issue prior to the date that
is six months prior to the Earliest Possible Closure Date (the “Notice of Termination”). At the
appropriate time(s), Park Owner shall also provide any further notice as may be required for
termination of tenancy under applicable law, including but not limited to Civil Code sections
798.56 and 798.57. When necessary, Park Owner shall also provide any the notices required by
Condition No. 13, below.

13. Eligible Resident Owners shall select in writing their choice of a relocation impact
mitigation assistance package option after the effective date of the Resolution and after the
resident receives the Notice of Termination. If an Eligible Resident Owner has failed or refused
to select a relocation assistance option by the date of termination of their Park tenancy, the
following relocation assistance packages shall be automatically applied, provided the Park
Owner has given the Eligible Resident Owner a final notice (via personal delivery or certified
mail, with delivery to the Eligible Resident Owner or a member of his/her household confirmed)
30 days in advance of same: (i) in situations where it is feasible to relocate the mobile home to a
comparable mobile home park within a reasonable distance of the Park — Option A; (ii) in
situations where it is not feasible to relocate the mobile home to a comparable mobile home park
within a reasonable distance of the Park — Option B. If by the date of termination of the Park
tenancy the Eligible Resident Owner has failed or refused to select a relocation assistance option
and the Park Owner has failed to give the notice required by this condition, Option B shall apply.
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14. The determination of whether it is feasible to relocate a mobile home to an available
space in a comparable mobilehome park within a reasonable distance of the Park, for purposes of
determining applicability of Option A vs. Option B, is to be made initially by the relocation
specialist in accordance with these conditions and the language of CMC Section 9128.21(E)(7)
(i.e., “a mobile home [that] cannot be relocated within a reasonable distance to a comparable
park”), and is subject to final approval of the Special Master pursuant to Condition No. 19 in the
event a mobile home owner disputes the determination of the relocation specialist. “Within a
reasonable distance,” for purposes of this determination, shall mean and be interpreted as “within
50 miles” of the Park, unless the resident mobilehome owner expressly agrees in writing to a
greater distance.

15.  Any relocation impact mitigation benefits provided by the Park Owner may be
conditioned on (i) the completion of actual arrangements to move a mobile home and
improvements (if Option A applies), or the conveyance of title to the existing mobile home to the
Park Owner (if Option B applies and the resident wishes to have the Park Owner pay the costs of
removal and disposition of the mobilehome), and/or (ii) the resident agreeing in writing to
permanently vacate the Park no later than the date of termination of his or her Park tenancy in
accordance with the Approved RIR. Where Option B applies and an Eligible Resident Owner
wishes to convey title to their mobilehome to the Park Owner in order to have the Park Owner
pay the costs of removal and disposition of the mobilehome, the Eligible Resident Owner and the
Park Owner shall enter into a relocation agreement which specifies and requires payment of the
applicable Option B relocation impact mitigation measures in accordance with the Approved
RIR, and any additional benefits as may be as mutually agreed upon. All relocation agreements
entered into between the Park Owner and Park residents shall be in a form approved by the City
Attorney and shall provide for the Park Owner to pay any and all escrow closing costs in
connection with the conveyance of title to the mobilehome.

16. For all Park residents, the Park Owner may take into consideration individual
circumstances of documented hardship to provide additional relief to the resident beyond the
required mitigation measures set forth in the Approved RIR, at the sole discretion of the Park
Owner.

17. With respect to all required relocation assistance mitigation measures providing for
monetary payments to be made by the Park Owner to Park residents, fifty percent (50%) of the
amount due shall be paid after Park Owner provides the Notice of Termination (if applicable)
and at least 60 days prior to the earlier of (i) the move-out date mutually agreed upon by and
between the Park resident and the Park owner in a relocation agreement, or (2) the date of
termination of the Park resident’s tenancy, and the remaining 50% shall be paid upon the actual
vacation of the Park by all residents of the subject mobilehome. With respect to other relocation
assistance mitigation measures (i.e., those not providing for monetary payments to be made by
the Park Owner to Park residents), unless the language or context of the applicable relocation
assistance mitigation measure requires otherwise, such measures shall be fully performed as to
each Park resident after Park Owner provides the Notice of Termination (if applicable) and at
least 30 days prior to the earlier of (i) the move-out date mutually agreed upon by and between
the Park resident and the Park owner in a relocation agreement, or (2) the date of termination of
the Park resident’s tenancy. Notwithstanding the foregoing provisions of this paragraph, all
applicable conditions to payment of relocation assistance set forth in the Approved RIR shall
have been satisfied prior to the resident being entitled to payment. No resident shall be required
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to vacate a space in the Park unless Park Owner is in substantial compliance with all relocation
impact mitigation measures imposed in the Approved RIR pertaining to such resident, and has
otherwise fulfilled the notice requirements of Civil Code Sections 798.56 and 798.57, and the
notice required in CMC Sections 4700 through 4709 to the extent applicable.

18.  Park residents who believe that the appraisal relied upon for purposes of the Resolution
failed to adequately consider or account for any upgrade or improvement made to their mobile
home may submit an application to the Director for an adjusted appraisal of their mobile home
within 30 days of the Resolution Effective Date. For the application to be eligible for
consideration, the resident must provide all of the following information:

a) resident’s name;

b) resident’s space number;

c¢) the specific improvement or upgrade the resident contends was not taken into account
in the appraisal;

d) proof of the cost of the asserted improvement or upgrade;

e) the date when the asserted improvement or upgrade was made;

f) photographs depicting the asserted improvement or upgrade; and

g) copies of any and all permits required for the asserted improvement or upgrade.

Following initial review by the Director or his designee to address and/or correct any errors or
omissions, if the Director or his designee determines that the application demonstrates a
reasonable likelihood that an upgrade or improvement was not adequately considered or
accounted for in the appraisal, the Director will direct the City’s appraiser (James Brabant, MAI)
to inspect (by remote means if necessary) the mobile home and/or any relevant documentation,
and if necessary, adjust the appraisal of the mobile home only with respect to the upgrade or
improvement in question in accordance with the following parameters:

1) Identified improvement(s) or upgrade(s) must be absent from appraisal and NADA
sheets, and with a reported cost in excess of $1,000;

2) Paid invoice or other verifiable proofs of purchase and required permits (if applicable)
must be provided with initial adjustment application;

3) Non-structural upgrades must have been completed within the last five (5) years;

4) Structural upgrades must have been permitted (if required) and completed within the last
ten (10) years;

Any modification to the appraised value of the mobile home pursuant to any such adjusted
appraisal will be deemed integrated into the appraised in-place market value payment amount
approved for the subject mobile home for purposes of Option B, and this modified value will
control over the original appraised value for purposes of relocation impact mitigation assistance
entitlement pursuant to the Approved RIR. The adjusted appraisal shall not change the method
of appraisal or standards previously applied to the original appraisal, but shall only take into
account the value of the upgrade or improvement previously not taken into account.

19. At the sole expense of the Park Owner, the City shall retain an independent third-party
Special Master who shall have final administrative authority to decide, in accordance with the
provisions of the Approved RIR: (i) disputes as to who is entitled to the receive the relocation
benefits pursuant to the Approved RIR, including who constitutes an Eligible Resident Owner or
an Eligible Home Renter; (ii) disputes as to which benefit package (i.e., Option A or B) an
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Eligible Resident Owner qualifies for or is entitled to, including whether it is feasible to relocate
a mobilehome to an available space in a comparable mobilehome park within a reasonable
distance of the Park pursuant to Condition No. 14; and (iii) demonstrated special circumstance
claims (e.g., medical or disability) of Park residents related to the Park closure. The services of
the Special Master shall be funded by the Park Owner pursuant to the Reimbursement
Agreement or another reimbursement agreement to be negotiated. The Special Master shall at all
times be and remain neutral and unbiased.

20. These conditions shall be translated into Spanish by a certified translator at the Park
Owner’s expense pursuant to the Reimbursement Agreement, and Spanish copies shall be made
available to all Park residents who request same and as required by these conditions.

21. The Commission urges the Park Owner to immediately pursue, upon Park closure
pursuant to the Approved RIR, full and complete remediation of any contamination, air
pollution, or other adverse environmental or health-related conditions that may exist on or impact
the property on which the Park is currently located to a level that would be safe for a future
residential use of the Property such as the Park Owner’s anticipated future workforce housing
use identified in the Park Owner’s RIR. This condition is non-binding and failure to comply
herewith shall not affect the validity of the approval that is the subject of these conditions.

22. The City shall retain jurisdiction to enforce these conditions until the later of the
following dates: (i) one year after expiration of the effective period of the Approved RIR; or (ii)
one year after all Park residents have vacated the Park pursuant to the Approved RIR. In the
event the effective period of the Approved RIR is extended pursuant to CMC Section
9128.21(I)(2), the City Council’s jurisdiction to enforce these conditions (subject to any
modifications made in connection with the extension approval in accordance with CMC Section
9128.21(I1)(2)) shall extend to the corresponding dates with reference to the extension period.

01007.0594/707445.9



TUESDAY, April 27, 2021
701 East Carson Street, Carson, CA 90745
6:30 p.m., Via Zoom

MINUTES

MEETING OF THE
PLANNING COMMISSION

Members:  Chair: Charles Thomas Vice Chair: Chris Palmer Louie Diaz
Carlos Guerra Del Huff Jaime Monteclaro
Karimu Rashad Dianne Thomas Vacant

Alternates: Vacant Vacant Vacant

Staff: Planning Manager: Betancourt Assistant City Attorney: Jones

“In accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, if you require a disability
related modification or accommodation to attend or participate in this meeting, including
auxiliary aids or services, please call the Planning Department at 310-952-1761 at least 48
hours prior to the meeting.” (Government Code Section 54954.2)

1. CALL TO ORDER

Chairperson Thomas called the meeting to order at 6:42 p.m.

2. ROLL CALL
Commissioners Present: C. Thomas, Palmer, Diaz, Huff, Guerra, D. Thomas

Absent: Rashad *(Entered meeting at 6:53 pm)
Monteclaro (Excused Absence)

Alternates: None

Planning Staff: Betancourt, Jones

3. ORAL COMMUNICATION FOR MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA

The public may at this time address the members of the Planning Commission on any matters
within the jurisdiction of the Planning Commission. No action may be taken on non-agendized
items except as authorized by law. Speakers are requested to limit their comments to no more
than three minutes each, speaking once. *(see below) None.

*DUE TO CORONA VIRUS COVID-19, NO MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC WILL BE
ALLOWED INTO CITY HALL DURING THE PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING. THE
MEETING WILL BE CONDUCTED VIA REMOTE TELECONFERENCING USING THE
ELECTRONIC “ZOOM” APPLICATION.

Any members of the public wishing to provide public comment for the items on the agenda
may do so as follows:

1. Live via Zoom Application. Members of the public wishing to provide public comment in real-
time will be invited to join the Zoom meeting remotely to provide their public comment live with
their audio/video presented to the Planning Commission. Members of the public wishing to do
so must email planning@carson.ca.us, providing their real name and the phone number they
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will use to call in from, no later than 3:00 p.m. on the date of the meeting. For further
details/requirements and meeting invite information, please email planning@carson.ca.us no
later than 3:00 p.m. on the date of the hearing.

2. Email: You can email comments to Planning@carson.ca.us no later than 3:00 p.m. before
the meeting. Please identify the Agenda item you wish to address in your comments. Your
comments will be read into the record.

3. Telephone: You can record your comments at (310) 952-1720 no later than 3:00 p.m. before
the meeting. Please identify the Agenda item you wish to address in your comments. Your
comments will be read into the record.

4. Box outside of City Hall: You can provide hand-written comments by dropping off a note at
the box located in front of City Hall (701 East Carson Street) no later than 3:00 p.m., on the
date of the meeting. Please identify the Agenda item you wish to address in your comments.
Your comments will be read into the record.

NOTE: Members of the public wishing to observe the meeting live without providing public
comment will be able to do so by watching it on the City’s PEG television channel (Channel 35
on Charter or Channel 99 on AT&T for Carson residents) or via live streaming on the City’s
website, http://ci.carson.ca.us/).

4. CONSENT CALENDAR/CLOSED SESSION
CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL — ANTICIPATED LITIGATION

A closed session will be held pursuant to Government Code Section 54956.9 (d)(2) or (d)(3)
and (e)(1) because there is significant exposure to litigation in one potential case.

Assistant City Attorney Jones stated no reportable action was taken.

A) Minutes Approval: April 13, 2021
Commissioner D. Thomas (1) Motion to approve, Commissioner Huff 2"% Motion
passed unanimously.

B) Modification No. 2 to DOR 1621-16 & Conditional Use Permit 992-15
Chair Thomas explained that the applicant is asking for more time to take care of an
Eagle that is using the tower as a nest.

Commissioner D. Thomas (1st) Motion to approve, Commissioner Huff 2nd; Motion
passed unanimously.

5. NEW BUSINESS
A) Conditional Use Permit 1106-20/DOR 1842-20

Commissioner D. Thomas (1st) Motion to approve, Commissioner Diaz 2nd; Motion passed
unanimously.

B) Relocation Impact Report No. 04-19
Staff Alexander gave a presentation about RIR 04-19.


mailto:planning@carson.ca.us
mailto:Planning@carson.ca.us
http://ci.carson.ca.us/

Planning Commission Minutes
April 27, 2021 Page 3

Chair Thomas opened the public comment.

Letters from the following were depicted on the screen as public record: Carlos Franco, Joshio
Jauregui, Thomas W Casparian, Paula and Angel Goyco and Debora N Fore.

Afterwards the applicant’s representative, Tom W Casparian, spoke about the property and
answered questions from the public and the commissioners.

Each member from the public was able to leave a comment and speak upon the RIR No. 04-
19 for 3 minutes.

Maria’s Ipad- from Space 80 Mendoza family: Directed a question at Tom W Casparian; Since
they don’t want to provide a fair share to buy us out why don’t doesn’t the ownership sell the
30 plus homes the own and distribute that to the owners of the mobile homes?

Thomas Loveto- Many tenants moved in to have affordable housing. He purchased his home
in 2005 when the market was expensive. With a lot of effort and sacrifice he purchased his
home at top dollar considering the supply and demand. He would like a fair resolution so that
he can live with dignity in a place that is affordable.

Dina- After reviewing the RIR, she believes that the comparable rents from the mobile homes
and the ones in neighboring cities prove that it is currently not affordable to live with the new
rental pricing everywhere. Seeing as it is low income demographic in the mobile homes, Dina
believes that it will leave to a lot of displacement. She said it is hard for those who live pay
check to pay check and support their families.

Jesus Space 69- He is a single father of three children. He stated that affordable housing is not
attainable currently. He wants them to consider truly what is affordable housing.

Omar Rodriguez- Currently a tenant since 2006. His concern is that no one notified them about
the park closure. He said that the park stated that they were going to get an extension of 35
years. He wants to know how long will the park closure will take. He also wants clarity from the
owners about his contract.

Staff McKina Alexander asked to display Debora Fore appraisal on the screen. Chair Thomas
permitted it and commissioners reviewed.

Rancho Dominguez Resident (Name not given)- She wants to know how long the process is
going to take. She asked, is there a place they can stay until they find another home. She also
wanted another appraisal for their homes.

Samuel Figueroa- He stated that they are offering a small appraisal and that they paid a lot
initially for this home. He said that new mobile homes are currently $150,000-$200,000. He
stated that housing is currently very expensive. He states that they need time to make
changes. He said because of the pandemic a lot have lost their jobs. He asked to please take
that into consideration.

Space 181- Stated that they paid off their home with their savings. She would like fair pay for
their home as well as a better evaluation.

Rancho Dominguez Resident: (Name not given) Addressed Chair Thomas, she stated that she
just came out of the hospital from a heart attack. She stated that she is low income and cannot
afford to pay rent anywhere else. She said seven families arrived to live at the park newly
rented. She said why you would close the parks. She asked the commissioners to please
speak in the residents favor. She said that she is 68 and continues to work to pay to live in the
City of Carson. She said that she only receives $700 in pension currently. She said they
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couldn’t rent. Only to sell their homes to the Spencer’s since 2012. She is asking for a fair
evaluation.

Maria (Park resident): My daughter is 12 and goes to school in Carson. She states that she is
very sick and her husband is the only one working. She is asking for a fair evaluation.

Jan Smith: She wants answers to the questions that were given this evening. She wants to
know what will happen. She said that she worked hard on the letter that was presented this
evening to the commissioners. She said that she needs guidance.

Chair Thomas proceeded to explain the process to Jan Smith.
Attorney Jones explained the process under the city’s code.
Public Comments Commenced:

Mr. West, Space 17: Resident for 6 years. He would like to stay. He said that he is looking for
mercy with the City of Carson. He said that he is 5 minutes away from his job. He said with the
pandemic this is not a good timing. He said that he is looking for a fair evaluation. He said that
is hard for his family as well as the residents.

William Koons: He said that he is not in favor of this park closure or any future closures. He
said that as the owner stated that he was having problems with his zoning. He said that he
does not believe that the owner wanted to truly keep the mobile home park. Koons said that he
does not approve the appraisals that were given to the park residents. He suggests that the
applicant looks at different options.

Eduardo Anthony Alameda Junior, Space 79- He asked for help in this situation. He said that
this park has a lot of elderly. He asked to listen from the heart to guide them in the right path.
He asked how long he has until the park is closed.

Bertha Alaraza, Space 13: In 2019 she stated that the owner was attempting to buy mobile
homes. Bertha received notice shortly after that the mobile homes were closing. She wants to
know why that came to be.

Jose Gonzalez, Space 64: He wants a fair appraisal for the home. He said that he still owes
money on his space. So he wants a justified fair appraisal.

Angelica Rodriguez: She would like help due to the pandemic. She said that she has a
daughter that cannot live in areas that are too hot. She said because of her medical needs she
cannot pick up and leave. She said that two years ago she asked Donna Spencer if they are
going to close. She stated that Donna said that everything is going to be fine. She said she
placed a sign to sell on her home after she found out the applicant did not place an extension
to stay. Then the manager told her that she could not do it. The owner originally offered her
$30,000 for her home. Afterwards now with the pandemic they are offering her $9000 for her
home. She said this is causing a lot of stress to the residents. She said she would like a fair
appraisal

Staff Betancourt explains the next portion of the process. Then discussion ensued with
commissioners, staff and attorneys.

Commissioner Thomas thanked the public commenters and thanked everyone for displaying
their thoughts and concerns. She then mentioned the seven families that moved in knowing
that they are closing the park and her concerns on that matter.

Tom W Casparian: Stated that no new space is being sold or rented. The park owners own 24
of the homes that are rented on a month to month basis. These families are in understanding
of the park closure.
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Commissioner Thomas had an additional statement and question: The applicants in 2009 and
2012 were assured by the Spencer’s and by managers of the park that they would be receiving
an extension from the city and not worry about anything. What can you comment about that?

Tom W Casparian: Stated, People interpreted what they wanted to. He stated that people were
given written notice about the closure. He said that in 2009 and 2012 the park owners wanted
an extension; they met with the City Attorney, planning director and housing manager to seek
an extension of the variance and were told clearly that was not going to happen.

Chair Thomas asked if there are any other questions for Tom W Casparian.

Chair Thomas: Asked if the applicant is prepared to give an additional moratorium of closure
beyond the six months included in the statue due to pandemic.

Tom W Casparian: Stated the staff report made clear the city was only going to give one year
to act on a closure approval. If the city granted more time he said it was more likely that the
mobile home will not close in that period of time. However he said because the staff report
states one year, the ending results depend on what the planning commission and city council
ultimately decide.

Commissioner Thomas: Asked when Tom W Casparian has received this case and worked on
it.

Tom W Casparian: Stated, Over 10 years.

Chair Thomas and Tom W Casparian discussed code enforcements involvement.

Commissioner Huff: Asked about the letter sent to the residents. Applicant stated that it was
provided on the presentation. She asked if they would like to know that the residents receive a
copy of the letter sent to the ownership groups about the closure.

Commissioner Guerra: Asked a question to Tom W Casparian. Did the city take any
enforcement action to close the mobile park. Tom W Casparian stated with speaking to the
city attorney and being told no on certain terms he interrupted that as enforcement action.

Commissioner Thomas: Stated that the city had a moratorium on the closing, is there any
attempt made to have an extension at that time.

Tom W Casparian: He has no communication during that time during pertaining to the
moratorium.

Commissioner Diaz: He has concerns that with the 81 residents and renters that they deserve
a fair assessment of their investments.

Tom W Casparian: He stated that we are here to speak about the residents not the renters. He
stated that the staff report recommends that the home owners be payed the current fair market
value of their homes. The appraiser was hired by the city not the park owners. They came up
with those figures. He said that he will not address this issue tonight but touch on the history.

Chair Thomas: Addressed this question to Tom W Casparian, Do you believe that the amount
that you are proposing for the 81 residents are comparable to any in California?

Tom W Casparian: He mentioned Bel Abbey park closure 2008. He said that he is proposing
the same methodology.

Chair Thomas: Asked, Do you think that the offers are fair?
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Tom W Casparian: Stated,Yes.
Additional Public Comments permitted by Chair Thomas:

Wife of Daniel Herrera: Asked, Attorney Jones stated that the evaluations were at fair market
price. She stated that they did the appraisal without going into the house.

Rocio: Is concerned about the pricing that is appraised of their home as well as her sister’s
home.

Marias IPad: Stated his parents have been here since 1998.He stated his friend is staying on a
lease not a month to month basis.

Samuel Space 3: Stated his neighbor space 4 rented it currently for one year. Not a month to
month basis. They never let anyone sell their home. He is concerned that they will pay every
homeowner a low evaluation and then rent them for more than $2000 to new home owners.

Chair Thomas and applicant discussed the RIR further.
Chair Thomas thanked everyone and closed the public hearing.

City Attorney Soltani stated that the history of communications between Casperian’s office and
previous attorneys are irrelevant to the facts. The facts are the facts. That the park owner has
filed for a park closure application and the city has not mandated it. This is a park initiated park
closure. The city gave the park owner an opportunity for a responsible zone change. The
second issue is that no inspection was done inside the park homes. However with conditions
of approval it states if you have proof of upgrades such as receipt of upgrades that those will
be taken into consideration similar to Imperial Avalon. The in home inspection was not given
because of the pandemic. The condition suggested will help to rectify that. Sunny also stated
that at the expense of the park owner that the conditions be translated for those who speak
Spanish. The last issue is that the extension of time. She gave a recommendation condition
saying that the park closure cannot happen any earlier then January 27, 2022 from the date of
park closure they have one year after this said date.

Chair Thomas: He does not believe the appraisals are fair. So he proposes the following: First,
He would like to see the higher appraised value or any proof of sale defined by escrow or
receipts. Secondly, He would like the elderly 62 or older to receive instead of $1000 he
recommends $5000. With the timing of payments as follows: Half is paid out 60 days prior to
vacancy and the remainder upon vacancy. The last term is one year rental assistance for all
residents in the park, renter or owners.

Commissioner Thomas: Agrees with the assessment from Chair Thomas with minor change to
make it an onsite quote.

Chair Thomas: Would like to mandate that the park closure does not occur no earlier than one
year a year from today and then an additional year to complete closure. He would also like that
the conditional of approval is translated into Spanish and provided to all of the residents.

Commissioner Thomas: After reviewing page 17 item B7 she would like a submittal written
request in Spanish and English added so that the residents have a form as a written notice that
is available when they are ready to vacate to provide a location that they want to leave to.

Commissioner Diaz- Urges the applicant to move forward with remediation associated with
their stated plans for moving to workforce housing for this site.

Chair Thomas makes a motion to approve the RIR with the following modifications: Owners will
be given the higher of the appraised value or any proof of sale based upon escrow or receipts.
Secondly as it relates to the timing of the closure, no closure of this park shall occur before



Planning Commission Minutes
April 27, 2021 Page 7

April 2022 and after April 2022. The applicant will have one year to complete the closure. The
closure period or will be between April 2022-2023. Third, the elderly people age 62 or greater,
will not receive $1000 but $5000 to eligible owners as one per unit provided that one or more
of the household is elderly. Timing of these payments will be as follows, half will be paid out 60
days prior to vacancy and the remainder upon vacancy. Fourth the conditions of approval will
be translated, also a simply form will be translated for request of relocation specialist
assistance pursuant to 9128.21 E5 all owners and renters will receive rental assistance as
defined by that statue. He also urges and recommends that the applicant immediately start
remediation for their proposed workforce housing future plans.

Commissioner Thomas wanted to add to the first item the higher assessment value be onsite
as opposed to offsite.

Commissioner Diaz asked that we go off the recommendation of Attorney Soltani, that we have
the applicant pay for the translation of documents as discussed as it relates to the conditions.

Attorney Ben suggested clarification. Onsite evaluation is already added on the resolution. He
also recommended that the date of park closure should be one year from the effective date of
the cities action then should be closed in one year period after.

Commissioner Diaz, closed the debate.
Roll call commenced for approval for resolution with modifications.

Commissioner Diaz (1st) Motion to approve, Commissioner D. Thomas 2nd; Motion passed
unanimously, 6-0 vote.

7. MANAGER’S REPORT
The Planning Manager had no comment.

8. COMMISSIONERS ORAL COMMUNTICATIONS

Commissioner Huff stated that it was a large task but glad we were able to get it done. She
thanked he chair, legal staff and everyone.

Commissioner Thomas has complimented the staff. She also brought a situation to light about
Del Amo and Tajuata. She said that there are basketball courts that being built on
developments on this street. She stated that it is unsafe to get out on Del Amo and Tajuata,
many blind spots. She stated that she brought it up at a city council meeting and would like this
to be addressed for the public. She thanked staff and congratulated Planning secretary
Sandoval on her new position. Also thanked planner Alexander for her presentation. Planning
Manager Betancourt stated that he will look into with Code Enforcement.

Commissioner Guerra said goodnight to everyone. Great meeting this evening. Thanked staff
and commissioners.

Commissioner Diaz dittoed the remarks of the other commissioners. He commended the Chair
on getting us to the resolution. He followed up with Staff Betancourt about the nuisance on
Dominguez and Sante Fe St. He stated they are still racing and doing donuts on this street.
Staff Betancourt stated he will follow up.

Vice Chair Palmer stated he had no comment

Chair Thomas stated that he said that this was a very impactful decision made today and not
easy by any account. He wanted to make it a fairer deal for the tenants. He said that he is
proud of the commissioners for helping.
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9. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 11:59pm.

Attest By:

[ veils Sentovzd (COVID Signature)
Secretary

Charles Thomas (COVID Signature)

Chairman



17872 GILLETTE AVE. 714 541 4585
SUITE 350 INFO@WEBRSG.COM

BETTER COMMUNITIES. IRVINE, CA 92614 WEBRSG.COM
BOLDER FUTURES.

Date: April 22, 2021

To: John Raymond, Assistant City Manager
Sunny Soltani, City Attorney
Benjamin Jones, Assistant City Attorney
CITY OF CARSON

From: Tara Matthews, Principal
Lynn Kelly-Lehner, Director
Jake Nieto, Analyst

Subject: Rancho Dominguez Mobile Home Park Closure and Conversion Low- and
Moderate-Income Housing Impact Analysis

Per the City of Carson’s (“City”) request, RSG, Inc. (“RSG”) prepared a Low- and Moderate-
Income Housing Impact Analysis to assist the City to make findings in relation to
Government Code Section 65863.7(e) and the closure of the Rancho Dominguez Mobile
Home Park (“Park”). RSG understands that this is a requirement of Government Code
Section 65863.7(e) that must be taken prior to a change in use of a mobile home park to
determine if the closure of the Park and its conversion to a different use will materially
result in or contribute to the shortage of housing options for low- and moderate-income
households.

The legislative intent of Government Code Section 65863.7(e) is to examine if the closure
of mobile home park will have a negative effect on a community’s supply of affordable
housing and the availability of housing options for the displaced mobile home park
residents. If it is determined that there are inadequate affordable housing options or
adverse impacts on displaced residents, a legislative body may require, as a condition of
the change in use, that mitigation measures be taken by the mobile home park owner.

RSG reviewed and analyzed the following to determine the impact of the Pak closure:

e The Relocation Impact Report (“RIR”) prepared by Park, Overland, Pacific & Cutler,
LLC to understand the potential use of the site;

e The City’s Regional Housing Needs Assessment allocations and annual housing
production progress to determine the jurisdiction’s overall housing needs;
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e Both affordable and market rate housing projects recently completed and those
currently in the development pipeline; and

e Mitigation measures for the Park Owner and for the City to consider as a way to
offset any adverse impacts of the Park closure and conversion.

MOBILE HOME PARK BACKGROUND

Rancho Dominguez is a 5.74-acre, 81 space, all-age community mobile home park located
in an industrial area of the City of Carson. The Park is currently owned and operated by
Carter-Spencer Enterprises, LLC (“Owner”), who recently submitted an application to the
City to permanently close the Park.

The mobile homes are a mix of singlewide and doublewide coaches, ranging from one to
three bedrooms. The coaches range in size from 540 square feet to 1,368 square feet. Based
on a survey of the residents of the Park, all of the units are at least 20 years old, with the
average age of the homes being 47 years. Many of the homes have improvements such as
porches, patios, sheds, hardscape, landscape and carports.

When the Park was first developed in 1962 prior to the City’s incorporation, mobile home
parks were allowed in light manufacturing zones (formerly known as M-1 zones, now re-
designated as ML zones) when issued a variance. However, after the City was incorporated,
City Council adopted Ordinance No. 77-413 (the “Ordinance”) that stated mobile home
parks were no longer permitted uses in manufacturing-zoned districts. Mobile home park
usage in these zones therefore became legal, nonconforming uses.! The Ordinance granted
a period of the legal non-conforming use for up to 35 years, from October 1977, after which
time the non-conforming use must terminate or be made conforming. This period expired
in November 2012.

It is worth noting that according to the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard
Assessment, the Census Tract that Rancho Dominguez is located in is in the top 10% of the
state for the levels of diesel emissions and toxic substance pollution (meaning the census
tract is one of top tracts for this type of pollution). In addition, other sites in the near vicinity
of the Park have tested positive for soils contamination. While the Park property has not
been tested for ground contamination itself, there is a probability that it is also
contaminated. This is likely related to the Park’s location in an industrial area and proximity
to a former landfill site.

According to the RIR, in 2000, the City informed the Park’s owner that the Park’s legal
conforming use would no longer be legal as of November 2012. At the time, the Park
informed its residents and all future residents that the Park would have to close. In April

! The current zoning of the property is Manufacturing Light — Design Overlay (MS-D) zone, which does not
permit residential development.
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2011, the Park Owner met with the City staff to seek an extension of the legal non-
conforming use. Although the City and the Park Owner did not reach an agreement in that
case, the City enacted a moratorium on mobile home park closures in 2015. The
moratorium expired in December 2017. In 2019, Park Owner filed an application with the
City to close the Park.

RELOCATION IMPACT REPORT

In 1978, the California Legislature enacted the Mobile Home Residency Law (Civil Code
Section 798 et seq.) which regulates the use and closure of mobile home parks.? Overland,
Pacific & Cutler, LLC (“OPC”) prepared a Relocation Impact Report (“RIR”) for the Park
Owner in accordance with Government Code 65863.7. The purpose of the RIR is to report
on the impact of the proposed Park closure upon the residents of the Park. The RIR is
required to include a replacement and relocation plan that adequately mitigates the impact
upon the ability of the displaced residents of the mobile home park to be converted or
closed to find adequate housing in a mobile home park.

RSG reviewed the RIR to better understand the implications of the Park closure and
conversion on the supply of affordable housing options in the community and to determine
if there are any adverse impacts to the Park residents. The following subsections outline
the major findings from the RIR.

Proposed Conversion

The RIR states that the Park Owner anticipates developing the property into denser
workforce housing and possible mixed uses. The Owner proposes the potential
redevelopment of the Property from 81 mobile home spaces into 174 one-, two-, and three-
bedroom apartments. If the site is developed as described, the RIR states that the
anticipated future use of the Property would include and contribute to housing
opportunities for low- and moderate-income households within the City.

However, because the current zoning designation (Manufacturing Light) does not allow
residential development on that site, the Owner would need to secure discretionary
approval from the City to move forward with the anticipated use. The Community
Development Director of the City stated there are multiple ways to achieve this including a
Specific Plan (and corresponding General Plan Amendment) or a General Plan Amendment
and Design Review to change the site to Urban Residential. This process may include, but
is not limited to, environmental review, a public hearing by the Planning Commission, and
a public hearing by the City Council. The Community Development Director confirmed that

2 Civil Code sections 798 et seq. and Government Code sections 65863.7-65863.8.



John Raymond, Sunny Soltani, Benjamin Jones
City of Carson

April 22, 2021

Page 4

at the time of the writing of this report, the Park Owner had not submitted an application
for the potential development.

The entitlement process for the anticipated use may result in a more adverse impact on the
supply of affordable housing than the RIR acknowledges. Between the six-month notice
that the Owner must provide to the residents before the ultimate closure of the Park and
the completion of construction for the future anticipated use, it could take several years to
replace the lost units.

Resident Makeup

Of the 81 mobile homes in Rancho Dominguez, 58 are owner occupied and the remaining
23 are occupied by tenants in coaches that are owned and leased by the Park Owner. All of
the residents consider Rancho Dominguez as their primary residence. For owner occupied
coaches, rents range between $393 and $424 per month. For tenant occupied coaches,
rents between $1,370 — $2,040 per month.

The Park Owner distributed a survey to all residents within the Park. Out of 81 residences,
41 responded to the survey. Some of the Park residents reported to be elderly and on fixed
incomes, and half of the households reported they are Extremely Low and Very Low
Income. Of the 41 respondents, 32 are at the low-income level or below. Based on the
number of responses, it is safe to assume that a large majority of park resident are low-
income residents.

Table 1 - Rancho Dominguez Mobile Home Park Household Incomes*

Income Level #of Households
Extremely Low Income (30% or less of AMI) 11
Very Low Income (31%-50% of AMI) 10
Low Income (51%-80% of AMI) 11

Above Low Income (>80% of AMI)
Unknown Income

1. Based on asurvey of Park residents. Of 81 households, 41 responded.
Housing Options for Displaced Tenants

The RIR conducted a survey of available housing options in Carson for the displaced tenants.
The data indicates that there are only five rental units available in the City of Carson.?
Because of the low number of available units, the RIR expanded its search to a 15-mile
radius of the park and found that there are 138 market rate units available for rent.

3 RSG conducted an updated search in April 2021 and found approximately 10 market rate units available
for rent in Carson.
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The RIR included a survey of all 21 mobile home parks in the City and found that there are
currently no vacant pads for displaced residents to relocate to. The RIR expanded its scope
to mobile home parks within a thirty-mile radius of Rancho Dominguez. Of the 108 mobile
home parks in the vicinity, there were 13 open pads available for lease.* However, it should
be noted that it is extremely unlikely that many of the coaches, due to their age, will be
able to be transported.

The RIR survey reported 111 condominiums available for sale within a twenty-mile radius
of the Park, however none of the condos are located within Carson. The condos ranged
from a median price of a one-bedroom condo at $309,000 to the median price of a four-
bedroom condo at $674,500. Based on RSG’s calculations, an affordable sales price for an
ownership unit for a moderate income, four-person family is $376,000. While there are a
fair number of market rate condos for sale within a twenty-mile radius, the majority of the
condos would not be considered an affordable housing price for ownership units.

The RIR demonstrates that there is an adequate number of market rate housing units
available in the surrounding communities for the displaced residents; however, RSG finds
that there is not an adequate supply of affordable units for displaced tenants.

Park Owner Mitigation Options

The Park Owner provided several relocation benefit payment options to the displaced
residents of the Park. They include relocation costs, relocation assistance, and additional
benefits to the mobile home resident-owners without reimbursement from the City.

Where it is feasible to relocate a mobile home, payment will be provided as set forth below
to eligible resident owners.”
e Reimburse the actual cost to relocate the mobile home to another mobile home
park within 50 miles of the Park.
e Payment of moving costs associated with moving all personal property.®
e Payment up to $1,500 for necessary modifications to the mobile home to
accommodate a handicapped or disabled person within the replacement park.
e Services of a relocation specialist to assist owners through aspects of the relocation.

The RIR states that generally accepted practices among mobile home park operators allow

4 The RIR referenced 37 open pads, but after review of the RIR data, RSG could only calculate 13 open spaces.
5 Eligible Resident Owners are registered owner(s) of their mobile home with clear title, or trustors or
beneficiaries of living trusts holding clear title to the mobile home or hold a life estate in the mobile home,
whose mobile home was located in the park and who have resided in that mobile home continually since
prior to the date this Impact Report is filed with the City.

5 Allowance to be determined based on the most current federal fixed move schedule for the State of
California and the size of the displacement dwelling and/or professional mover bids;
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homes to be moved into a mobile home park if they are less than five years old and typically
deny homes that are more than ten years old. All of the mobile homes within the Park are
older than ten years old. Unfortunately, because of the age of the coaches, it is unlikely
that any resident can take advantage of this option.

In situations where it is not feasible to relocate the mobile home, and the eligible resident
owner rents or buys a replacement dwelling, the Park Owner payment offered the following
payment:

e Lump sum payment equal to the off-site value of the home, plus additional moving
and relocation assistance.’

e Rental assistance in the form of an additional lump sum of $3,200 for a one-
bedroom mobile home, $3,800 for a two-bedroom, and $4,800 for a three-bedroom
mobile home

e An additional $1,000 will be provided to Eligible Resident Owners who are 62 years
of age or older and/or disabled.

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

e Services of a relocation specialist to assist Eligible Resident Owners through aspects
of the relocation.

e If the eligible resident owner chooses to transfer the mobile home to the Park
Owner, the Park Owner will be responsible for its disposal or disposition.

While the Park Owner has no obligation to mitigate relocation costs for households
occupied by tenants in Park-owned mobile homes, the Park Owner has offered to provide
a fixed lump sum payment to eligible home renters to assist with moving their property to
a replacement dwelling.®

SUPPLY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING IN THE CITY OF CARSON

Like the rest of California, the City of Carson is experiencing a shortage of affordable
housing. The City is proactive in building affordable housing and is continually partnering
with the private sector for the provision of additional affordable housing units to meet the
community’s needs. In addition, the City of Carson is seeking to augment its affordable
housing options by leveraging the City’s funds by securing various grants. RSG examined
the supply of affordable housing and housing development activity in the City to assess the
various options available to residents.

According to the 2010 Census, there were 26,226 housing units, of which 19,529 (76.8%)
were owner-occupied, and 5,903 (23.2%) were occupied by renters. Over 75% of the
population, 68,924 people, lived in owner-occupied housing units, and 21,487 people

7 With any outstanding liens, unpaid property taxes HCD registration fees, or any other outstanding or
required payments first deducted

& Those residents who occupy a Park-owned mobile home and are named on its lease agreement with Park
Owner at the time of filing the RIR.
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(23.4%) lived in rental housing. The homeowner vacancy rate was 1.3%; the rental vacancy
rate was 3.7%. Anecdotal evidence -collected from various affordable housing
developments in the City indicates that the vacancy rates for affordable units is lower than
the City market rate average.

Of the 26,226 housing units, 685 are designated as affordable units. Since 2013, 1,157
housing units, including 268 affordable units, have been constructed within the City at
various income levels.

In addition to the data provided in the RIR, RSG analyzed the City’s Regional Housing Needs
Assessment allocations, evaluated existing affordable housing options in the City, and
analyzed housing projects in the development pipeline in Carson. This analysis provides
data on relocation options for the displaced residents of the Park. The following subsections
summarize RSG’s analysis.

Regional Housing Needs Assessment

The City of Carson has made significant progress towards its fifth cycle Regional Housing
Needs Allocation (“RHNA”) through 2019. Since 2013, the City of Carson has partnered with
multiple developers for the development of 1,157 residential units, which included 96 very
low-income units, 82 low-income units, and 90 moderate-income units. The City must
produce 722 housing units to meet its current RHNA allocations. At the time of writing of
this report, the City is in negotiation with two private developers for over 200 additional
affordable units.

Table 2 demonstrates the progress that local communities in the vicinity of Carson have
made toward their RHNA allocations. While the City still has some progress to make,
Carson is faring better than many of its neighbors on meeting its RHNA allocations,
especially in the very low- and low-income allocations.

Table 2 - 5th Cycle RHNA Progress®
Very Low Low Progress Moderate Above Moderate % COMPLETED
Cltyz Progress % % Progress % Progress % TOTAL
Hawaiian Gardens 0% 0% 0% 2% 1%
Torrance 0% 0% 2% 19% 8%
Redondo Beach 0% 6% 0% 42% 18%
Long Beach 17% 6% 0% 51% 27%
Lakewood 10% 0% 1% 72% 33%
Artesia 0% 0% 0% 122% 52%
Carson 21% 31% 32% 91% 54%
Norwalk 2% 10% 55% 101% 54%
Signal Hill 100% 100% 68% 40% 70%
Gardena 0% 0% 82% 176% 90%
Average 15% 15% 24% 72% 41%

1. Data captures RHNA progress from 2014 to 2018. The City of Carson's RHNA progress is based on the City's
2018 Housing Element Annual Progress Report. All other RHNA progress figures are based on data from HCD.
2. Comparison group of cities are located in South LA County and have RHNA allocations of 100 units or more.
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Existing Affordable Housing Options

There are nine affordable housing complexes in the City that provide a total of 685
affordable housing units. As mentioned above, the affordable housing complexes have a
very low vacancy rate and often have lengthy waiting lists. Table 3 provides a breakdown
of the affordable units throughout the City.

Table 3 - Affordable Rental Housing Unit Inventory’
Type Total Units? Extremely Low Very Low Low Moderate
(30% AMI) (40% - 60% AMI) (60% AMI) (80% - 90% AMI)
Carson City Center Senior 85 0 42 0 43
Villagio Family 147 0 30 117 0
Carson Terrace Senior 61 0 15 0 46
Avalon Courtyard Senior (62+) 91 0 46 0 45
Via 425 Family 103 11 48 44 0
Arbor Green Family 39 4 22 13 0
Bella Vita/Sepulveda Senior Housing Senior 64 7 37 20 0
Veterans Village Family 50 5 28 17 0
Carson Arts Colony Family 45 9 15 0 21
Total 685 36 283 211 155

1. Affordability levels are based on HCD income limits.
2. Excludes manager and staff units.

In addition to the affordable housing units listed above with covenants restricting their
rents, there are 272 public housing choice vouchers (Section 8) utilized within the City as of
February 2020.° The Housing Authority of Los Angeles administers the Section 8 program;
however, the waiting list is currently closed to new applicants.

There are 2,324 mobile home spaces within 21 mobile home parks the City, including
Rancho Dominguez. While mobile home park spaces are not always technically deemed as
affordable, mobile home parks contribute to the functionally affordable housing supply
within the City because their rents are subject to the City of Carson’s Mobile Home Rent
Control Ordinance. At this time, however, there are no available pads for lease within the
City of Carson for displaced residents to relocate to.

As demonstrated with the above data, there are few existing affordable housing options
within the City of Carson for the displaced residents.

New Housing Units in the Pipeline

Developers in the City are in various phases of the development process for over 1,800
market rate housing units throughout the community. As mentioned above, the City is
working with two private developers for the provision of over 200 additional affordable
housing units. Imperial Avalon is currently in the entitlement phase, with construction
expected to be completed in early 2026. When completed, it will have approximately 83

9 According to the City’s Community Development Block Grant (“CDBG”) Analysis of Impediments.
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affordable units and 1130 market rate units. Because the other project is still under
negotiation, further details cannot be provided.

The breakdown of these units can be found in Table 5.

Table 5 - Housing Units in Development Pipeline
Project Name Status Location Type Number of Units  Affordability
Rand Under Review 225 W. Torrance Bivd. MFR 356 Market Rate
Carson Loft Apartments Under Review 21240 S. Main St. MFR 19 Market Rate
Imperial Avalon Under Review S. Avalon Bivd. MFR 1130 Market Rate
Imperial Avalon Under Review S. Avalon Bivd. MFR 83 Affordable
N/A Under Review 140 W. 223rd St. SFR 2 Market Rate
N/A Under Review 243 W. 233rd St. ADU 1 N/A
N/A Under Review 366 E. 228th St. ADU 1 N/A
N/A Under Review 2874 E. Tyler St. ADU / JADU 2 N/A
N/A Under Review 22107 Newkirk Ave. ADU 1 N/A
Carson Upton Condos Approved 1007 E. Victoria St. SFR 36 Market Rate
Carson Landing Condos Approved 1301 E. Victoria St. SFR 95 Market Rate
Carson Landing Condos Approved 1301 E. Victoria St. MFR 80 Market Rate
Moshar 223rd Condos Approved 123 E. 223rd St. SFR 9 Market Rate
Cambria Court Condos Approved 345E. 220th St. SFR 35 Market Rate
Dolores Condos Approved 21915 S. Dolores St. SFR 5 Market Rate
Birch Condos Approved 21809 S. Figeuroa SFR 32 Market Rate
Union South Bay Apartments Under Construction 21521 S. Avalon Bivd. MFR 357 Market Rate
Evolve South Bay Apartments Under Construction 20330 South Main St. MFR 300 Market Rate
Subtotal - Market Rate Units in Pipeline 1804
Subtotal - Affordable Units in Pipeline 83
Total Number of Residential Units in Pipeline 1887

IMPACT OF THE CLOSURE ON LOW- AND MODERATE-INCOME HOUSING OPTIONS

The closure of Rancho Dominguez Mobile Home Park will result in the loss of 81 functionally
affordable units, with a total of 165 bedrooms within the community. Because of its illegal
zoning and possible contamination, it is arguable that the loss of these units shall not count
towards the loss of affordable housing units. However, the closure will result in the
displacement of approximately 81 low-income families, with minimal affordable housing
options.

Mobile homeowners are a uniquely vulnerable group of tenants due to the investment
made in purchasing and maintaining their homes and the high cost and difficulty involved
in attempting to move a home. Additionally, many of the owners are seniors on fixed
incomes and many have low or moderate incomes. Unlike apartment tenants, mobile
homeowners cannot just pack their personal belongings and move if rents increase to a
level they cannot afford.

The potential closure of the Rancho Dominguez creates a challenging and unique situation
for the Park Owner, the Park residents, and the City of Carson as it relates to the availability
of low- and moderate- income housing options. The Park is currently a legal, non-
conforming use located in an industrial area within the City. The Park’s legal conforming
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use expired in November 2012, requiring the Park to close, but due to several
circumstances, the Park Owner could not consider closing the Park until now. Due to
environmental health concerns and usage issues, it may be in the best interest of all parties
to close the Park and relocate the residents to safer locations.

Findings

After reviewing the RIR, analyzing the supply of affordable housing in the community, and
evaluating the Owner’s proposed mitigation measures for displaced residents, RSG has
made the following findings:

e The closure of the Park will materially contribute to the shortage of affordable
housing for several reasons:

o The timeline for the potential future of the use of the site is uncertain and
may take several years to develop due to discretionary approvals needed by
the City.

o There are no available mobile home spaces for lease within the City.

o While there is a supply of market rate units, the existing marketplace cannot
accommodate the displaced residents at their income levels.

o The City is in early stages of negotiation for additional affordable housing
units however, at this time, there are no additional affordable housing units
currently under construction.

e The RIR does not adequately mitigate the effect of the closure of the Park on the
displaced residents.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Section 65863.7 of the Government Code states that the City may require, as a condition
of the closure and conversion of the Park, steps to mitigate any adverse impact of the
conversion, closure, or cessation of use on the ability of displaced mobile home park
residents to find adequate housing in a mobile home park.

The scarcity of available mobile home park spaces and other affordable housing, coupled
with the difficulty or impossibility in the actual moving of the existing mobile homes in the
Park dictates the necessity to provide alternative assistance to displaced residents to secure
replacement housing. With this understanding, the Owner has proposed several mitigation
measures, as previously discussed. However, because the closure of the Park contributes
to the shortage of affordable housing options, RSG recommends implementing additional
mitigation measures to offset the adverse effects of the closure of the Park.

Like the rest of California, Carson has an affordable housing shortage. Although it appears
challenging, there are several mitigating measures that can assist the Owner in offsetting
the contribution to the affordable housing shortage. The following possible mitigation
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measures, implemented separately, or as a combination thereof, would provide an
additional safety net to residents, allowing the displaced occupants the ability to stay in
their community, and offset the contribution towards the shortage of affordable housing
from the closure of the mobile home park.

Mitigation Measure Option 1: On-Site Construction of New Affordable Housing Units

The Park Owner anticipates developing the property into denser workforce housing and
possible mixed-use. The Owner proposes the potential redevelopment of the property
from 81 mobile home spaces into 174 one-, two-, and three-bedroom apartments. If
the site is developed as described, the RIR states that the anticipated future use of the
property would include and contribute to housing opportunities for low- and moderate-
income households within the City. However, because the current zoning designation
(Manufacturing Light) does not allow residential development on that site, the Owner
would need to secure discretionary approval from the City to move forward with the
anticipated use. This results in an uncertain timeline regarding the replacement of the
lost units.

If the Owner and future developer of the property secure entitlements to construct 174
apartments, the tenants of Rancho Dominguez may be offered first right of re-entry to
live at the property. In this case, it would be best if Owner and future developer of the
property set aside 81 of the units as affordable units to accommodate the displaced
residents.

As mentioned earlier, the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment,
determined that Rancho Dominguez is located in a Census Tract that is rated in the top
10% of the state for the levels of diesel emissions and toxic substance pollution. Other
sites nearby have tested positively for soils contamination due to the previous landfill
in the nearby vicinity. While the site itself has not been tested for ground
contamination, there is a likely possibility of soil contamination. The future developer
of the site should fully mitigate these risks to future tenants with the remediation of
any contamination. Mitigation measures under this option could include conditions of
approval on the future project related to air quality control and other environmental
remediation.

Because of the uncertain timeline associated with the future development of this
property, under this mitigation option, displaced residents would need additional

assistance from the Owner until the housing units are built.

Mitigation Measure Option 2: Create an Affordable Housing In-Lieu Fee or Housing
Impact Fee

The City of Carson may create an inclusionary affordable housing requirement with an
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in-lieu fee option that applies to future developments and the closure of mobile home
parks. In the case of the potential future development of this property, the developer
would be requesting a Specific Plan and General Plan Amendment. As such, the City
may request an additional community benefit tied to the development. The
development of the in-lieu or impact fee would be tied to the cost of constructing an
affordable unit, and in line of the requirements of Proposition 218. RSG recommends
that legal counsel vet the requirements and considerations of such a program.

A maximum affordable housing in-lieu fee reflects the full financial equivalent needed
to develop housing units affordable to very low-, low-, and moderate-income
households. It reflects the in-lieu fee amounts necessary to fund 100% of the estimated
cost or assistance needed to develop the affordable units at an off-site location; that is,
the full production cost of the affordable unit.

The City may consider that if a fee is too high, it may deter residential development,
thereby raising housing costs and negating its purpose. To avoid this unintended
consequence, the City may choose to implement a reduced fee to mitigate the cost
impacts to future residential development in the City. Should the City choose to
implement a reduced fee, additional funding sources would not necessarily be required
to create affordable units. The City could maintain in-lieu fees in a special fund until
enough in-lieu fees are collected to develop the units, or it could create income-
restricted units without construction, for example by buying income-restricting
covenants or purchasing units and selling them to low-income residents for less than
market value.

Mitigation Measure Option 3: Increase Relocation Rental Assistance

The Park Owner may offer additional relocation benefits for all residents of the mobile
home park, including both owners and tenants.

e Pursuant to Government Code Section 7264(b), displaced households may be
entitled to a replacement housing payment in the form of rental assistance, not-to-
exceed $5,250.

e Housing of Last Resort is a program that allows for comparable replacement housing
that is within the financial means of the displaced person. Displaced residents may
be provided rental assistance for up to 42 months.

Itis likely that rental assistance or down payment assistance for the displaced residents
would be less than the cost of constructing a new affordable unit.

Mitigation Measure Option 4: Payment of Differential Rental Assistance in Local
Market Rate Developments in the Pipeline
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The Park Owner may partner with the City and private housing developers to secure
housing in some of the 1,804 market rate apartment units currently in the development
pipeline.

The City may wish to enter into agreements with the market rate housing developers
to set aside a portion of the units for the displaced residents. While the residents would
be charged market rent, the City may create a rental assistance subsidy fund for the
displaced residents. The Park Owner will contribute to the fund to provide additional
rental assistance to the displaced residents to cover the gap between the market rate
rent and affordable rent, or a portion thereof. The displaced residents will be offered
first right of tenancy in the newly constructed apartments located in the City of Carson.

Mitigation Measure Option 5: Waiting List Priority on City’s Affordable Housing
Projects

There are 685 affordable housing units in nine developments in the City of Carson. The
Park Owner would partner with the City and the property managers for each of these
developments so that the displaced residents would receive priority preference for
available units on the existing waiting lists. This option would also apply to those
affordable units currently in the development pipeline.

Through a multi-pronged set of mitigation measures, the Owner and the City of Carson can
mitigate the contribution to the shortage of affordable housing with the closure of Rancho
Dominguez Mobile Home Park. The Park Owner and the City should be cognizant of the
environmental concerns and high pollution levels on the site and how they may affect
current and future residents. RSG recommends exercising extreme caution when
evaluating future mobile home park closures, particularly those closures that do not
mitigate the contribution affordable housing shortage by its future use.
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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
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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

LEGAL\40626209\1
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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.

LEGAL\41296183\1
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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
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Thomas W. Casparian, Esq.

cc: Richard H. Close, Esq.
Jeff Malawy, Esq., Ass’t City Attorney
McKina Alexander, Senior Planner
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McKina Alexander

From: Benjamin R. Jones

Sent: Friday, October 09, 2020 2:47 PM

To: tCasparian@cozen.com

Cc: Sunny Soltani; MAlexander@carson.ca.us; SForbath@cozen.com; rclose@cozen.com
Subject: RE: Rancho Dominguez Home Appraisals

Large File Send
Sent Files Powered b

You shared files with tCasparian@cozen.com ssoltani@awattorneys.com MAlexander@carson.ca.us
SForbath@cozen.com rclose@cozen.com.

20-057 Rancho Dominguez Report Introduction.pdf
20-057 Rancho Dominguez - Individual Home Appraisal Summaries.pdf
20-057 Invoice #9975 + Stmnt.pdf

Hi Tom,

Thank you for providing this additional information and documentation. At least now we know that the residents were
informed, both in English and Spanish, that Brabant is the City’s appraiser, and were given a meaningful opportunity to
provide relevant information regarding their homes’ interiors to Brabant to be included in the appraisal while knowing
the purpose for which the information would be used.

Brabant confirmed he can complete his appraisal in accordance with the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal
Practice (USPAP), as well as the Code of Ethics and Standards of Professional Practice of the Appraisal Institute, provided
certain disclosures are made in the report. Attached is the completed report.

Your email below purports to characterize the City’s efforts to ensure its residents were properly notified of the
appraisal process and given a meaningful opportunity to have relevant information regarding their homes’ interiors
included in the appraisal as “bad faith tactics to delay and undermine the process” and a “scheme to delay [your]
application until AB 2782 was enacted.” It should go without saying that these claims are completely false and are
unequivocally denied by the City.

It is disappointing that you could level such accusations against the City, Brabant and our office for merely attempting to
ensure that the appraisal process was completed properly and fairly. My hope is that in the future, you will bestow more
trust in us and ensure that you fully understand all relevant considerations before resorting to such measures. This will
help ensure that the Park Owner and the City are able to maintain an open, trusting and positive working relationship
moving forward throughout what will inevitably be a very difficult park closure process for all involved.

Also attached is Brabant’s invoice. The Park Owner will need to pay Brabant the remaining $30K for the appraisal; as
specified in Section 3 of the parties’ reimbursement agreement, the payment can be made directly to Brabant, provided
City is immediately notified for purposes of ensuring proper accounting and compliance under the reimbursement
agreement.



Thanks and please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions.

Benjamin R. Jones | Associate, Assistant City Attorney of Carson
Aleshire & Wynder, LLP | 18881 Von Karman Ave., Suite 1700, Irvine, CA 92612
Tel: (949) 223-1170 | Dir: (949) 250-5430 | Fax: (949) 223-1180 | bjones@awattorneys.com | awattorneys.com

This email and any files transmitted with it may contain privileged or otherwise confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, or believe that you
may have received this communication in error, please advise the sender via email and delete the email you received.

From: Casparian, Thomas <tCasparian@cozen.com>

Sent: Monday, October 5, 2020 12:53 PM

To: Benjamin R. Jones <bjones@awattorneys.com>

Cc: Sunny Soltani <ssoltani@awattorneys.com>; McKina Alexander <MAlexander@carson.ca.us>; Close, Richard
<Rclose@cozen.com>; Forbath, Susy <SForbath@cozen.com>

Subject: RE: Rancho Dominguez Home Appraisals

[~ EXTERNAL SENDER ***

Ben,

After being led to believe by you and Sunny that the City and we were working together cooperatively to close
and redevelop Rancho Dominguez, it is with great disappointment that we are forced to call out City’s bad faith
tactics to delay and undermine the process.

Your denial that Brabant’s report was due by September 14 is false. Brabant’s agreement stated without
reservation, “Our fee for the appraisal will be $40,000 and it can be completed within about 60 days.” Brabant’s
agreement did not ever state that was an “estimate,” and his contract certainly was a “binding promise.” But
moreover, your response below avoids addressing the fact that you waited until we inquired about the already
late report, more than a week after it was due, to even alert us to any issue.

In fact, you waited over two weeks before you would even authorize Brabant to proceed, despite our having
paid $40,000 (an extortionate amount, as any other appraiser will attest to) and executed the City’s
Reimbursement Agreement on July 1. At this point it now appears that you and Sunny advised us to delay our
client’s application until after Imperial Avalon’s was approved, even though Rancho Dominguez’s application
was submitted much earlier, as part of a scheme to delay our application until AB 2782 was enacted, and to
favor Imperial Avalon’s application over Rancho Dominguez’s.

Brabant did not condition timely completion of his appraisal report upon receiving responses to his form.
Furthermore, any appraiser will attest that Brabant can complete his appraisals without more detailed
information on the interiors of the homes, and he should make reasonable assumptions based upon the exterior
of the home, and other known and observable conditions. Any MAI appraiser will attest that Brabant does not
need to inspect the interior of each home or interview the homeowner to appraise it.

The cover letter to Brabant’s form explained to residents that they should provide the information to Brabant if
they wanted it considered in their appraisal. Brabant’s form also requested that residents provide their phone
numbers if they wanted to be contacted. The residents who chose not to have every right to retain their privacy,
and many of them did provide detailed information.

The Park Owner applicant is not responsible for Brabant receiving responses to his form, nor can it force its
residents to p