California
Fair Political
Practices Commission

October 27, 1987

Roger Picquet

City Attorney

City of San Luis Obispo

Post Office Box 8100

San Luis Obispo, CA 93403-8100

Re: Your Request for Advice
Our File No. A-87-233

Dear Mr. Picquet:

You have written on behalf of San Luis Obispo Mayor Ron
Dunnin to request our advice regarding his duties and
obligations under the Political Reform Act 1/ with regard to
proposed changes in the city's mobile home rent control
ordinance.

QUESTION
May Mayor Dunnin participate in the city council's
deliberations regarding various proposed changes in the city's
existing mobile home rent control ordinance?

CONCLUSION

Mayor Dunnin will be able to participate in most of the
pending decisions on proposed modifications to the ordinance
because his interests will not be affected in a manner which is
distinguishable from the effect upon a significant segment of
the public. However, some decisions might affect his long-term
leasehold interest. If it is reasonably foreseeable that those
decisions will have a material financial effect on his
leasehold interest, then his disqualification would be
required. The number of mobile home park residents similarly
affected (i.e., on long-term leases) does not constitute a
significant segment of the public.

1l/ Government Code Sections 81000-91015. All statutory
references are to the Government Code unless otherwise
indicated. Commission regulations appear at 2 California
Administrative Code Section 18000, et seq. All references to
regulations are to Title 2, Division 6 of the California
Administrative Code.
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FACTS

In 1982, the city adopted a mobile home rent control
ordinance llmltlng the amount by which mobile home space rents
could be increased over a certain base rent level. In 1986,
Mayor Dunnin purchased a mobile home and moved into a mobile
home park in the city. He entered into a long-term (in excess
of 12 months) lease. Specifically, he took over a 5-year lease
which now has two years remaining on its current term.

Mayor Dunnin's space rent is $136.00 per month; his mobile
home coach is worth $103,000.

The city has 13 mobile home parks, with a total of 1,515
spaces. Approximately 2,300 people reside in the mobile homes
in these parks. The April 1987 population for the city is
38,500 persons residing in 15,939 dwelling units. The average
vacancy rate for non-mobile home dwellings is 5.25% The
vacancy rate for mobile home parks is almost 2zero.

There is one mobile home park in the city which has been
converted to condominium-style space ownership. Consequently,
it is not subject to the mobile home rent control ordinance.
That park has 235 spaces and approximately 438 residences. In
addition, spaces in the other 12 parks which are covered by
long-term leases are also not directly subject to the rent
control ordinance. These total approximately 460 spaces, with
approximately 700 residents. However, once the leases expire,
unless new long-term leases are entered into, the space would
then come under the rent control ordinance's provisions.

The city's mobile home rent control ordinance established a
five-member rent review board. That board has made a series of
recommendations to the city council for modifications to the
moblile home rent control ordinance. ©One of the changes
considered, and acted upon by the council, was the substitution
of the council for the rent review board. However, a number of
other changes are pending before the council for its
consideration. When several of these iltems were considered by
the council, it was deadlocked 2 to 2, with Mayor Dunnin
disqualifying himself pending this request for advice.

One of the major items before the council is adoption of a
formula and methodology for calculating the "reasonable rate of
return”" to be allowed to park owners. This will affect the
level of future rent increases for those spaces for which rents
are controlled. Other major items include decontrol of rents
in parks which have a certain percentage of tenants on
long-term leases (so-called "safe harbor"); and vacancy
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decontrol, with or without some limit on the amount of increase
which can occur upon a change in ownership. Another lesser
item is the issue of whether utilities should be transferred
from rents (with an offsetting reduction) and billed
separately; this relates primarily to water service.

ANALYSIS

The Act requires that public officials disqualify
themselves from making, participating in making, or using their
official positions to influence decisions in which they have a
financial interest. (Section 87100.) An official has a
financial interest in a decision if it will have a reasonably
foreseeable material financial effect, distinguishable from the
effect on the public generally, on the official or a member of
his or her immediate family or on:

(b) Any real property in which the public
official has a direct or indirect interest worth one
thousand dollars ($1,000) or more.

Section 87103 (b).

Leasehold Interest in Real Property

Mayor Dunnin's long-term lease represents an interest in
real property worth $1,000 or more. (Section 82033; Regulation
18233; and In re Overstreet (1981) 6 FPPC Ops. 12, copiles
enclosed.) Since two years remain on his lease, the monthly
rental rate of $136 multiplied by the number of months
remaining on the lease is greater than $1,000.

Hence, if it is reasonably foreseeable that decisions on
the modifications to the mobile home rent control ordinance
will have a material financial effect on the mayor's leasehold
interest, disqualification will be required unless a
substantial segment of the public will be affected in
substantially the same manner. (Section 87103; Regulation
18703.) The standard for determining materiality of a
foreseeable financial effect on an interest in real property is
found in Regulation 18702 (b) (2), as follows:

(2) Whether, in the case of a direct or indirect
interest in real property of one thousand dollars
($1,000) or more held by a public official, the effect
of the decision will be to increase or decrease:

(A) The income producing potential of the
property by the lesser of:
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1. One thousand dollars ($1,000) per
month; or

2. Five percent per month 1if the
effect is fifty dollars ($50) or more per
month; or

(B) The fair market value of the property
by the lesser of:

1. Ten thousand dollars ($10,000); or

2. One half of one percent if the
effect is one thousand dollars ($1,000) or
more.

Regulation 18702 (b) (2).

There are two possible effects upon Mayor Dunnin's real
property interest. One would be on the rent he pays; however,
because he has a lease, the proposed changes would not affect
the amount which he pays during the balance of the lease.

Hence, subdivision (A) of the quoted regulation would not apply.

The other effect would be on the value of the leasehold
interest should he decide to transfer the balance of the term
to a purchaser of his mobile home coach. It is at least
conceivable that some of the proposed changes in the rent
control ordinance might possibly affect the value of the
residual in his leasehold interest by $1,000 or more. (See
Advice Letter to David Benjamin, No. A-86-149, copy enclosed.)
However, in order for a financial effect to be considered
"reasonably foreseeable" it must be more than a mere
possibility, although it need not be a certainty. (In re
Thorner (1975) 1 FPPC Ops. 191, copy enclosed.) You and Mayor
Dunnin are in a much better position to analyze the reasonably
foreseeable effects on the value of his leasehold interest in
his space. Whether or not he wishes or plans to transfer his
interest is not what is important. It is the effect upon its
fair market value which matters. (See In re Legan (1985)

9 FPPC Ops. 1, copy enclosed.)

Assuming that you conclude that the reasonably foreseeable
effect upon his leasehold interest will be $1,000 or more from
any one of the decisions involved, then disqualification would
be required as to his participation in that particular decision
(e.g. vacancy decontrol, etc.), unless his leasehold interest
will be affected in a manner which is substantially similar to
the effects upon a significant segment of the public.
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In your letter and in our subsequent conversations on the
telephone, you have stated that approximately 460 spaces in 12
mobile home parks are on long-term leases. Of these, 300 are
in Mayor Dunnin's park, with only 160 being scattered among the
remaining 11 parks. Furthermore, the long-term leases in his
park were negotiated en masse; therefore, they all have the
same provisions and have the same date of expiration. We
assume that these terms are different from those of the other
160 long-term leases in at least some respects.

Consequently, it is our conclusion that any effects upon
the value of Mayor Dunnin's leasehold will be distinguishable
from the effects on the public generally or on a significant
segment of the public. (See In re Overstreet, supra; and
Regulation 18703, copy enclosed.) This conclusion would not be
changed even if the terms of the other 160 long-term leases
were the same as those in Mayor Dunnin's park. A total of 460
households within a city of 15,939 households does not
constitute a significant segment of the general public.2/ (See
In re Ferraro (1978) 4 FPPC Ops. 62, copy enclosed.)

Economic Interest in His Coach

In addition to the interest in real property represented by
the Mayor's long-term lease, he has an economic interest in his
coach; it is an asset of his. An issue has been raised as to
whether the various decisions about rent control would
foreseeably affect the value of his coach in a material
manner. Again, it is possible that some of the decisions might
have such an effect.

It is frequently argued that the existence of rent control
with respect to a mobile home space will result in an

2/ This is because, contrary to the conclusion in In re
Overstreet, a month-to-month tenancy is no longer considered an
interest in real property. (Regulation 18233.) Consequently,
the approximately 820 mobile home households in San Luis Obispo
which are in spaces that are neither condominium owned nor
subject to long-term leases do not have an "interest in real
property." Therefore, they cannot be considered part of the
segment of the public which will be affected in substantially
the same manner as Mayor Dunnin. As stated above, we have
concluded that the segment of the public which is similarly
affected is too small to be considered to be a significant
segment within the meaning of Regulation 18703. (See
generally, In re Legan, supra.)
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appreciation in the value of the coach which sits on the space
when it is transferred to a new owner. The theory is that the
lower and more stable the space rent, the more the acquiring
tenant can afford to pay for the coach which sits on that
space. The converse of that theory is that the greater the
rent or the more unstable the rent, because it is not in any
way controlled, the less the acquiring tenant is going to be
willing to pay. This is because, unlike an apartment renter, a
mobile home tenant cannot just pick up and move out in order to
avoid a rent increase. (See generally, Civil Code Sections
798, et seq.)

We take no position on the accuracy or inaccuracy of the
theory or on its specific application in the community of San
Luis Obispo. In the Coughlan letter No. A-82-036, copy
enclosed, which preceded the amendment to the first paragraph
of Section 87103, we concluded that an effect on the value of a
mobile home could not form the basis for disqualification.3
However, we now must conclude that if an effect on the value of
Mayor Dunnin's coach of $250 or more is reasonably foreseeable
as a result of any of the decisions on modifications to the
mobile home rent control ordinance, then he must disqualify
himself as to that decision, unless it also will have such an
effect on a significant segment of the public generally. The
coach is an asset of Mayor Dunnin. (See Regulation
18702.1(a) (4), copy enclosed.)

In this instance, it would appear that all of the owners of
coaches which are located in the mobile home parks in San Luis
Obispo which are not condominium owned would be affected in
substantially the same manner. This would be approximately
1280 households in a total of 12 parks. This would seem to be
a large enough and diverse enough segment of the public to be
considered to be significant. (See In re Ferraro, supra; In re
Overstreet supra; and Advice Letter to Paul Morgan, A-81-507.)
Consequently, Mayor Dunnin's disqualification would not be
required as to decisions affecting the value of the coaches of
all of these households in a similar manner.

Because of his park's particular situation with respect to
long-term leases, the "safe harbor" issue may affect his park's
households in a manner which is distinguishable from the effect
upon other parks' households. If that is determined to

3/ We concluded that a mobile home did not constitute an
interest in real property. The prior version of Section 87103
did not include effects upon assets or income of the official.
As amended, effects upon an official are covered.
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be the case, then Mayor Dunnin's disqualification would be
required on that issue, provided that it is determined that the
reasonably foreseeable effect would be material (i.e., at least
$250). (See In re Overstreet, supra.)

Lastly, we must consider the potential long-term effect on
Mayor Dunnin's space rent which may result from the proposed
changes in the mobile home rent control ordinance. Even though
his rent for the next two years will not be affected because he
is on a lease, the changes in the rent control ordinance might
affect his rent level in the future, once the lease term has
expired. If you and Mayor Dunnin conclude that it is
reasonably foreseeable that his future rent will be affected by
at least $250 per year, up or down, by any of the decisions on
the proposed modifications in the rent control ordinance, then
disqualification would be required unless a similar effect will
occur on a significant segment of the population. (Regulation
18702.1(a) (4).)

Unlike the effects upon his leasehold interest, these
future effects upon rent levels will affect all mobile home
park households in San Luis Obispo, with the exception of the
one condominium park. Consequently, it appears to us that
there would be a significant segment of the public which would
be affected in substantially the same manner. (Regulation
18703.) Consequently, Mayor Dunnin would not likely be
disqualified on the basis of possible future rent increases
following the termination of his lease because these effects,
if any, would be shared by all of the other mobile home park
households in the city.

I trust that this letter adequately responds to your
questions on behalf of Mayor Dunnin. Obviously, because you
and he are much more familiar with the local situation and can
determine the facts regarding certain of the arguments being
made, you are in a better position than we are to resolve some
of the remaining questions.4/ However, if you determine the
facts and wish further guidance or if you have questions
regarding the advice contained in this letter, please do not
hesitate to contact this office for further assistance. I
understand that these questions will likely come before the

4/ The Commission in its advice-giving role does not
function as a fact-finder. See In re Oglesby (1975) 1 FPPC
Ops. 71, fn. 6 at 77, copy enclosed.
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city council again in late November. I may be reached by
telephone at (916) 322-5901.

Sincerely,

Diane M. Griffiths
General Counsel

By Robert E. Leidigh
Counsel, Legal Divi§ion

DMG:REL:plh
Enclosures



California
Fair Political
Practices Commission

September 10, 1987

Roger Picquet
City Attorney
P.C. Box 8100
San Luis Obispo, CA 93483-8100

Re: 87-233

Dear Mr. Picquet:

Your letter requesting advice under the Political Reform
Act was received on September 9, 1987 by the Fair Political
Practices Commission. If you have any questions about your
advice request, you may contact Robert Leidigh, an attorney in
the Legal Division, directly at (916) 322-5901.

We try to answer all advice requests promptly. Therefore,
unless your request poses particularly complex legal questions,
or more information is needed, you should expect a response
within 21 working days if your request seeks formal written
advice. If more information is needed, the person assigned to
prepare a response to your request will contact you shortly to
advise you as to information needed. If your request is for
informal assistance, we will answer it as quickly as we can.
(See Commission Regulation 18329 (2 Cal. Adm. Code Sec. 18329).)

You also should be aware that your letter and our response
are public records which may be disclosed to the public upon
receipt of a proper request for disclosure.

Very truly yours,
{g - \\ 'A '/ "
Diane M. Griffiths
General Counsel

DMG:plh
cc: Ron Dunin, Mayor

428} Street, Suite 800 @ P.O. Box 807 @ Sacramento CA 95804-0807 & (916) 322-5660
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{805) B549-7140

September 4, 1987

John G. McLean

Counsel, Legal Division

California Fair Political Practices Commission
428 "J" Street, Suite 800

P. 0. Box 807

Sacramento, CA 95804-0807

Re: Reguest for Written Oplinion and Advice Regarding Conflict of
Interest on Behalf of Mavor Ron Dunin

Dear Mr. McLean:

I have been asked by the Mavor of San Luis Obispo, Ron Dunin, to obtain a
formal written opinion and advice regarding a possible conflict of
interest regarding mobilehome rent control. Mavor Dunin owns and lives in
a mobilehome and in November or December of 1987 the Council will consider
a series of recommendations from its former Mobilehome Rent Review Board
regarding the existing mobilehome rent control regulations. Some of the
recommendations concern relatively minor technical or procedural
provisions, others address more substantive areas such as selection of a
method for determining a "just and reasonable rate of return” on
applications for rent increases. These recommendations were previously
considered by Council earlier this vear. HNo action was taken due to a 2-2
tie. Mavor Dunin had stepped down based on his determination that the
appearance of a conflict of interest existed.

Background:
The City of San Luis Obispo adopted mobilehome rent control in 1882. A

copy of the existing mobilehome rent control regulations is attached as
Exhibit "A" (Chapter 5.44 of the San Luis Obispo Municipal Code}. There
have been minor amendments over the past § vears. The original
regulations provided for a 3-member Mobilehome Rent Review Board to hear
applications for rent increases based on "hardshin” {park owner unable to
obtain & just and reasonable return on his property) and other matters.
The first such application was heard in 1983, and there have been
approximately four hardship requests since, In addition, one mobilehome
park has undergone conversion to a condominium form of ownership and is
not affected by rent control. In 1883 and 1984 several minor amendments
{such as increasing the number of Review Board members from 3 to 5) were
adopted by Council. The Council also directed the Review Board to study
and recommend possible changes to the regulations. It is this package of

990 Palm Sireet/Post Office Box 8100  San Luis Obispo, %?34%3-8@0;&; ity
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recommended amendments which came before the Council in 1887. A copy of
the Council staff report listing the areas to be considered is attached as
Exhibit "B". Prior to stepping down at that hearing, Mavor Dunin had
alwayvs participated on mobilehome matters either because he had not yet
moved or due to the fact he had concluded that it was not reasonably
foreseeable that the particular decision would have s material financial
effect.

Mavor Dunin purchased a mobilehome and moved into & mobilehome park in
1988. He entered into a long-term {(in excess of 12 months) lease. Mavor
Dunin's park has 100% of its spaces under long-term leases. The rent
control regulations exempt spaces under long-term leases from rent
control. The monthly space rent for Mavor Dunin is $136.00 and the value
of his mobilehome coach is $103,000. The City has 135 mobilehome parks
with a total of 1,515 spaces {(with one dwelling unit per space}. (The
vacancy rate for mobilehome parks in the City is wvirtually nil). There
are in effect 1,515 mobilehome dwelling units and 2,300 mobilehone
residents in San Luls Obispo. As noted above, condominium parks are
excluded from rent control and the only such park in San Luis Obispo has
235 szpaces and approximately 438 residents. Of the remaining 12 parks,
approximately 480 spaces (with approximately 700 residents) are on
long-term leases and not under rent contrel {of course, upon expiration
and failure to renew lease the space would be subject to rent control
regulations). The April 1987 population for the City of San Luis Obispo
is 38,300 and there are 15,939 dwelling units (households) in the city.
The average vacancy rate {for non-mobilehome dwelling units) is 5.25%.

AT the Ceuncil hearing in Mayv of 1987 both proponents and opponents of
rent control testified that a total repesal of mobilehome rent control
would reduce the value of coaches by "several thousand dollars” {estimates
varied considerably}. Although it is difficult to ascertain exactly the
financial impact on an individual coach owner and tenant if some of the
specific Board recommendations were implemented, it is generally conceded
that the different methods used to determine a "just and reasonable rate
of return” for a hardship application can result in a substantial
difference in allowable rent.

It would be appreciated if vour review of this matter could be expedited.
Mavor Dunin is familiar with FPPC file #1-87-181 {Shaw) and letter of
December 2, 1981 {Peterson} dealing with conflict of interest inguiries in
which the inguiring parties resided in mobilehome parks. Unfortunately,
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the facts in those cases differ with those in the present matter and the
complexity of the relevant law makes it difficult to come toc a firm
conclusion about the existence of a conflict of interest.

Feel free to call me if you desire clarification of anv of the facts set
forth in this letter or any additional information.

Very t?giy ??ﬁfiyn,h

RP:air

Enclosures

c: Mayor Ron Dunin (without attachments)
John Dunn, City Administrative Officer (without attachments)
Pam Voges, City Clerk (without attachments)
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'a City Of san luis OBISPO

990 Paim Street/Post Office Box 8100 » San Luis Obispo, GA B34§3-819010 ' §7

{805) 549-7140

September 4, 1987

John G. McLean

Counsel, Legal Division

California Fair Political Practices Commission
428 "J" Street, Suite 800

P. 0. Box 807

Sacramento, CA 95804--0807

Re: Request for Written Opinion and Advice Regarding Conflict of
Interest on Behalf of Mayor Ron Dunin

Dear Mr. McLean:

1 have been asked by the Mayor of San Luis Obispo, Ron Dunin, to obtain a
formal written opinion and advice regarding a possible conflict of
interest regarding mobilehome rent control. Mayor Dunin owns and lives in
a mobilehome and in November or December of 1987 the Council will consider
a series of recommendations from its former Mobilehome Rent Review Board
regarding the existing mobilehome rent control regulations. Some of the
recommendations concern relatively minor technical or procedural
provisions, others address more substantive areas such as selection of a
method for determining a "just and reasonable rate of return” on
applications for rent increases. These recommendations were previously
considered by Council earlier this year. No action was taken due to a 2-2
tie. Mayor Dunin had stepped down based on his determination that the
appearance of a conflict of interest existed.

Background:
The City of San Luis Obispo adopted mobilehome rent control in 1982. A

copy of the existing mobilehome rent control regulations is attached as
Exhibit "A" (Chapter 5.44 of the San Luis Obispo Municipal Code). There
have been minor amendments over the past 5 years. The original
regulations provided for a 3-member Mobilehome Rent Review Board to hear
applications for rent increases based on "hardship” (park owner unable to
obtain a just and reasonable return on his property) and other matters.
The first such application was heard in 1983, and there have been
approximately four hardship requests since. In addition, one mobilehome
park has undergone conversion to a condominium form of ownership and is
not affected by rent control. In 1983 and 1984 several minor amendments
(such as increasing the number of Review Board members from 3 to 5) were
adopted by Council. The Council also directed the Review Board to study
and recommend possible changes to the regulations. It is this package of
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recommended amendments which came before the Council in 1987. A copy of
the Council staff report listing the areas to be considered is attached as
Exhibit "B". Prior to stepping down at that hearing, Mayor Dunin had
always participated on mobilehome matters either because he had not yet
moved or due to the fact he had concluded that it was not reasonably
foreseeable that the particular decision would have a material financial
effect.

Mayor Dunin purchased a mobilehome and moved into a mobilehome park in
1986. He entered into a long-term (in excess of 12 months) lease. Mayor
Dunin's park has 100% of its spaces under long-term leases. The rent
control regulations exempt spaces under long-term leases from rent
control. The monthly space rent for Mayor Dunin is $136.00 and the value
of his mobilehome coach is $103,000. The City has 13 mobilehome parks
with a total of 1,515 spaces (with one dwelling unit per space). (The
vacancy rate for mobilehome parks in the City is virtually nil). There
are in effect 1.515 mobilehome dwelling units and 2,300 mobilehome
residents in San Luis Obispo. As noted above, condominium parks are
excluded from rent control and the only such park in San Luis Obispo has
235 spaces and approximately 438 residents. Of the remaining 12 parks,
approximately 460 spaces (with approximately 700 residents) are on
long-term leases and not under rent control (of course, upon expiration
and failure to renew lease the space would be subject to rent control
regulations). The April 1987 population for the City of San Luis Obispo
is 38,500 and there are 15,939 dwelling units (households) in the city.
The average vacancy rate (for non-mobilehome dwelling units) is 5.25%.

At the Council hearing in May of 1987 both proponents and opponents of
rent control testified that a total repeal of mobilehome rent control
would reduce the value of coaches by "several thousand dollars” (estimates
varied considerably). Although it is difficult to ascertain exactly the
financial impact on an individual coach owner and tenant if some of the
specific Board recommendations were implemented, it is generally conceded
that the different methods used to determine a "just and reasonable rate
of return” for a hardship application can result in a substantial
difference in allowable rent.

It would be appreciated if your review of this matter could be expedited.
Mayor Dunin is familiar with FPPC file #I-87-181 (Shaw) and letter of
December 2, 1981 (Peterson) dealing with conflict of interest inquiries in
which the inquiring parties resided in mobilehome parks. Unfortunately.
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the facts in those cases differ with those in the present matter and the
complexity of the relevant law makes it difficult to come to a firm
conclusion about the existence of a conflict of interest.

Feel free to call me if you desire clarification of anv of the facts set
forth in this letter or any additional information.

Very truly yours,

RP:ajr

Enclosures

c¢: Mayor Ron Dunin (without attachments)
John Dunn, City Administrative Officer (without attachments)
Pam Voges, City Clerk (without attachments)
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assignation, prostitution, or obscene or harmful
matter, nor shall the use of such language be
interpreted to legalize those types of businesses
which from time to time have been regarded
“per se’’ moral public nuisances. (Ord. 925 § |
(part). 1982: prior code § 4815)

5.40.170  Applicability of provisions to
adult theaters and adult
bookstores.

With respect to adult theaters and adult book-
stores applying for a license and permit under
the terms of this chapter, the council shall make
no determination on such application without
first considering a report of the city attorney
concerning the appropriateness of applying the
standards set out in this chapter. If so advised by
the city attorney that any or all standards set out
in this chapter may not properly be applied to
the adult bookstore or adult theater application,
the council shall not apply such standards. (Ord.
967 § 1, 1983: prior code § 4816)

Chapter 5.44

MOBILE HOME PARK
RENT STABILIZATION

Sections:

5.44.010  Purpose and intent.

5.44.020  Definitions.

5.44.030 Exemptions.

5.44.040  Mobile home rent review
board—Established—
Membership—Terms.

5.44.050 Mobile home rent review
board—Powers and duties.

5.44.060 Base space rent—
Determination—Allowable
increases.

5.44.070  Application for rent increase—
Fee—Contents—Notice of
request—Hearing.

5.44.080  Application for rent increase—

Conduct of hearing.
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5.44.090 Application for rent increase—
Evaluation—Relevant factors.
Application for rent increase—
Hearing—Determination.
Application for rent increase—
Hearing—Appeal.

Rent increases not made in
conformity with provisions—
Tenant’s right to refuse to pay.
Actions brought to recover
posession of mobile home
space—Retaliatory eviction
grounds for denial.

Owner to provide tenants with
copy of this chapter.

5.44.100
5.44.110

5.44.120

5.44.130

5.44.140

5.44.010  Purpose and intent.

A. There is presently within the city and the
surrounding areas a shortage of spaces for the
location of mobile homes. Because of this short-
age, there is a very low vacancy rate, and rents
have been for several years, and are presently,
rising rapidly and causing concern amonga sub-
stantial number of San_Luis Obispo residents.

B. Mobile home tenants, forced by the lack
of suitable alternative housing, have had to pay
the rent increases and thereby suffer a further
reduction in their standard of living.

C. Because of the high cost and imprac-
ticability of moving mobile homes, the potential
for damage resulting therefrom, the require-
ments relating to the installation of mobile
homes, including permits, landscaping and site
preparation, the lack of alternative homesites for
mobile home residents, and the substantial
investment of mobile home owners in such
homes, this council finds and declares it neces-
sary to protect the owners and occupiers of
mobile homes from unreasonable rent increases,
while at the same time recognizing the need of
park owners {0 receive a suitable profit on their
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property with rental income sufficient to cover
increases in costs of repair, maintenance, insur-
ance, utilities, employee services, additional
amenities, and other costs of operation, and to
receive a fair return on their property.

D. This council finds that the present low
vacancy rate and frequent rent increases are par-
ticularly hard upon and unfair to residents of
mobile home parks within the city. Large num-
bers of these residents are senior citizens and
others on fixed incomes who installed their
mobile homes in the city when the present infla-
tionary rent increases could not reasonably have
been foreseen.

E. However, this council recognizes that a
rent stabilization ordinance must be fair and
equitable for all parties and must provide appro-
priate incentives for mobile home park operators
to continue their parks profitably. as well as to
attract additional investors for new parks. (Ord.
923 § | (part), 1982: prior code § 4800)

5.44.020 Definitions.

For the purpose of this chapter. certain words
and phrases used herein are defined as follows:

A. “Capital improvements™ means those
improvements that matenally add to the value of
the property and appreciably prolong its useful
life or adapt it to new uses. and which may be
amortized over the useful life of the improve-
ment in accordance with the Internal Revenue
Code and regulations issued pursuant thereto;
provided. that this definition shall be limited to
capital improvements either approved by more
than fifty percent of the tenants in the affected
park or constructed to comply with the direction
of a public agency.

B. “Mobile home park™ means an area of
land which rents spaces for mobile home dwell-
ing units.

C. "“Mobile home park owner” or “owner”
means the owner, lessor, operator or manager of
a mobile home park. ;

D. *Mobile home park rent review board™ or
“*board” means the mobile home park rent
review board established in Section 3.44.040.

5.44.020—5.44.030

E. “Mobile home tenant” or “tenant” means
any person entitled to occupy a mobile home
within a mobile home park pursuant to
ownership of the mobile home or under a rental
or lease agreement with the owner of the mobile
home.

F. “Rehabilitation work’ means any renova-
tion or repair work completed on or in a mobile
home park performed in order to comply with
the direction or order of a public agency. or to
repair damage resulting from fire. earthquake or
other casualty.

G. “Space rent” means the consideration,
including any security deposits. bonuses. bene-
fits or gratuities, demanded or received in con-
nection with the use and occupancy of a mobile
home space in a mobile home park, or for hous-
ing services provided. but exclusive of any
amount paid for the use of a mobile home dwell-
ing unit. (Ord. 923 § | (part), 1982: prior code §
4801)

5.44.030 Exemptions.

The provisions of this chapter shall not apply
1o the following tenancies in mobile home parks:

A. Mobile home park spaces rented for non-
residential uses;

B. Mobile home parks managed or operated
by the United States Government, the state of
California, or the county of San Luis Obispo:

C. Tenancies which do not exceed an occu-
pancy of twenty days and which do not contem-
plate an occupancy of more than twenty days:

D. Tenancies for which any federal or state
law or regulation specifically prohibits rent reg-
ulation;

E. Tenancies covered by leases or contracts
which provide for greater thap a vear's tenancy,

but only for the duration of such lease or con-

tract. Upon the expiration of or other termina-

tion of any such lease or contract, this chapter
Shali immediately be applicable to the tenancy:

F. Mobile home parks which sell lots for fac-
tory-built or manutactured housing, or which
provide condominium ownership of such lots,
even if one or more homes in the development

iSan Luis Obispo {-87y
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are rented or leased out. (Ord. 1077 § 1, 1986;
Ord. 923 § 1 (part), 1982: prior code § 4802)

5.44.040 Mobile home rent review board—
Established—Membership—
Terms.

A. There is established a mobile home rent
review board consisting of five members who
shall be appointed by and serve at the pleasure of
the council.

B. The board members shall not be tenants of
or have any financial interest (as defined by state
law) in any mobile home or mobile home park.
The members shall file a declaration to this effect
with the city clerk in a form approved by the city
attorney.

C. Board members shall not be compensated
for their services as such, but may receive reim-
bursements as provided by the council for travel-
ing and other expenses incurred while on official
duty. '

D. Terms of office shall be two vears. A board
member may serve no more than four con-
secutive full terms (eight vears). Terms shall be
staggered and shall commence on April Ist.
Appointment to a partial term of office following
an unscheduled vacancy shall not preclude the
appointee from serving four consecutive fuli
terms following compietion of the partial term.
provided the partial term is less than one year.
Vacancies shall be filled for unexpired terms. All
of the procedures and requirements contained in
the councii adopted “Handbook for Advisory
Bodies™ shall be incorporated in this section by
reference. (Ord. 1030 § L. 1984: Ord. 1025 § I,
1984: Ord. 923 § I (part). 1982: prior code § 4803)

5.44.050 Mobile home rent review board—
Powers and duties.

Within the limitations provided by law. the
board shall have the following powers and duties:

A. To meet from time to time as required by
the council and to utilize the city otfices. facilities
and personnel as needed:

B. To receive, investigate. hold hearings on.
and pass upon the issues relating to mobile home
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park rent stabilization as set forth in this chapter.
or to any decreases in, or charges for, services or
facilities;

C. To make or conduct such independent
hearings or investigations as may be appropriate
to obtain such information as is necessary to
carry out its duties;

D. To increase or decrease_maximum rents

upon_completion of its hearings and investiga-

tions;

E. Torender following every rent review hear-
ing a written report to the council concerning its
activities, holdings, actions, results of hearings.
and all other matters pertinent to this chapter
which may be of interest to the council;

F. To adopt. promulgate, amend and rescind
administrative rules, as it deems appropriate to
effectuate the purposes and policies of this chap-
ter. (Ord. 923 § | (part). 1982: prior code § 4804)

5.44.060 Base space rent—Determination—
Allowable increases.
A. The “*base space rent” for purposes of this
chapter shall be the monthly space rent charged

as of March 15. 1982, The maximum monthly

space rent for any space under a lease, upon

expiration of the lease. shall be no more than the

base space rent on March 15, 1982 plus anv

increases otherwise allowed pursuant to the

provisions of this chapter.

B. Except as otherwise provided in this chap-
ter, the maximum monthly space rent may be
increased no more than once a year by the lesser

of the two following amounts;

I. Eight percent of the then existing space
rent;

2. An increase over the then existing space
rent equal to three-fourths (seventy-five percent)
of the cost of living increase (Bureau of Labor
Statistics, U.S. National Consumer Price Index,
Los Angeles/Anaheim/Long Beach CPI-U) for
the preceding twelve-month period.

C. Calculation of the one-year limitation on
rental increases as provided in this section shall
be from the date the last increase became effec-
tive at the park.




D. No owner shall either (1) demand, accept
orretain arent of or from a tenant in excess of the
maximum rent permitted by this chapter, or (2)
effect a prohibited rent | 1
general park faciliti ices. (Ord. 1079 § 1,
1986; Ord. 1020 § 1, 1984: Ord. 923 § 1 (part),
1982: prior code § 4805)

5.44.070 Application for rent increase—
Fee—Contents—Notice of
request—Hearing.

A. An owner who has been required to make
expenditures or has incurred costs of such
amounts that he will be unable to make a just and

“reasonable return on his property_gilen the max-

imum increase permitted by Section 5.44.060,
may file with the board an application for a rent
increase for one or more spaces or application to
reduce, or charge for, certain services or facilities,
in either event referred to hereinafteras “applica-
tion” or “‘application for rent increase.”

B. Any application for a rent adjustment pur-
suant to this section shall be accompanied by the
payment of a fee as may be established from time
to time by council resolution. The application
shall specify, as applicable, the address of the
mobile home park, the space number or num-
bers for which rent is requested to be adjusted,
the amount of the requested rent adjustment, the
proposed effective date of such adjustment, and
the facts supporting the application. The appli-
cant shall produce at the request of the board any
records, receipts, reports or other documents
that the board may deem necessary for the board
to make a determination whether to approve the
application.

C. The owner shall serve each affected tenant,
in writing, either personally or by mail, with
notice of the rent increase or change in services or
facilities requested and with notice that applica-
tion for approval of same is being filed with the
board. Proof of such service shall be filed with the
board concurrent with the filing of the applica-
tion. Copies of the application shall be available
free of charge to any affected tenants requesting
same at the business office in the affected park.
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D. The board shall set a hearing on the
application complying with the requirements of
this section no less than ten days and no more
than thirty days after receipt of the application
and proof of service. The board shall notify the
owner and tenants, in writing, of the time, place
and date set for the hearing. No hearing or any
part thereof may be continued beyond thirty
days after the initial hearing date, without the
owner’s consent. If the board approves an
application as requested or as modified, the same
shall take effect as noticed by the owner or as the
board may otherwise direct. (Ord. 1077 § 2, 1986;
Ord. 923 § | (part), 1982: prior code § 4806)

5.44.080 Application for rent increase—
Conduct of hearing.

A. All review hearings conducted by the
board shall be conducted in accordance with the
Ralph M. Brown Act, at Section 54950 et seq. of
the California Government Code.

B. Allinterested parties to a hearing may have
assistance from an attorney or such other person
as may be designated by the parties in presenting
evidence or in setting forth by argument their
position. All witnesses shall be sworn 1n and all
testimony shall be under penalty of perjury.

C. In the event that either the owner or the
tenant(s) should fail to appear at the hearing at
the specified time and place, the board may hear
and review such evidence as may be presented
and make such decisions asif all parties had been
present.

D. Applicant and affected tenants mayv offer
any testimony, documents, written declarations
or other relevant evidence.

E. Formal rules of evidence shall not applyv.

F. Minutes shall be taken at all review hear-
ings. (Ord. 923 § 1 (part), 1982: prior code § 4807)

5.44.090 Application for rent increase—
Evaluation—Relevant factors.

In evaluating the application the board mayv
consider, along with all other factors it considers
Televant, changes in costs to the owner attributa-
ble to increases or decreases in master land and/

tSan Luis Obispo 1-874
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or facilities lease rent, utility rates, property
taxes, insurance, advertising, variable mortgage
1nterest rates, employee costs, normal repair and
maintenance, and other considerations, includ-

ing, but not limited to, rehabilitation work, cap-

ital improvements, upgrading and addition of
amenities or services, net operating income, and

the level of rent necessary to permit a just and
reasonable return on the owner’s property. (Ord.
923 § 1 (part), 1982: prior code § 4808)

5.44.100 Application for rent increase—
Hearing—Determination.

A. The board shall make a final decision no
later than twenty days after the conclusion of its
hearing. The board’s decision shall be based on
the preponderance of the evidence submitted at
the hearing. The decision shall be based on find-
ings. All parties to the hearing shall be advised by
mail of the board’s decision and findings.

B. Pursuant to its findings, the board may:

1. Permit the requested rent increase to

become effective, in whole or 1n part. or_
- 2. Deny the requested rent increase; or

3. Permit or deny, in whole or in part,
requested reductions, of or charges for, facilities
or services. :

C. Any decision of the board shall be final
unless, within fifteen days after mailing of the
decision and findings the owner or any affected
tenant appeals the decision to the council. (Ord.
923 § 1 (part), 1982: prior code § 4809)

5.44.110 Application for rent increase—
Hearing—Appeal.

A. Any appeal from a decision of the board
shall be filed with the city clerk. The date for
consideration of the appeal shall be set by the city
clerk no less than ten days nor more than thirty
days after the expiration date for filing of an
appeal. Notice of the date, time and place shall be
given by the city clerk to the owner and all
affected tenants.

B. At the time set for consideration of the
appeal the council shall review and consider the
record of the board hearing and the decision and
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finding of the board. After review and considera-
tion the council may either (1) determine that a
further hearing shall be held, to be conducted
before the council no later than the next regular
meeting, or (2) ratify and adopt the decision and
findings of the board. If a further hearing is con-
ducted, the council may upon conclusion of that
hearing, and in no event more than thirty days
thereafter, modify or reverse the decision of the
board, and shall make findings in support
thereof. (Ord. 923 § | (part), 1982: prior code §
4810)

5.44.120 Rent increases not made in
conformity with provisions—
Tenant’s right to refuse to pay.

A tenant may refuse to pay any increase in rent
not made in conformity with this chapter. Such
refusal to pay shall be a defense in any action
brought to recover possession of a mobile home
space or to collect the rent increase. (Ord. 923§ |
(part), 1982: prior code § 4811)

5.44.130 Actions brought to recover
possession of mobile home space—
Retaliatory eviction grounds for
denial.

Notwithstanding Section 5.44.120, in any
action brought to recover possession of a mobile
home space, the court may consider as grounds
for denial any violation of any provision of this
chapter. Further, the determination that the
action was brought in retaliation for the exercise
of any rights conferred by this chapter shall be
grounds for denial. (Ord. 923 § | (part), 1982:
prior code § 4812)

5.44.140 Owner to provide tenants with copy
of this chapter.

Any tenant offered a lease or contract which if
accepted and fully executed would be exempr
from the provisions of this chapter (Section
5.44.030E) shall at the time of the offer also be
provided with a copv of this chapter. (Ord. 923§ |

(part), 1982: prior code § 4813)
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Steve Henderson, Assiétant to the City.Administrative Officer -

FROM:

SUBJECT: . i e . . - o -
Consideration of modifications to Mobile Home Park-Rent Stabilization
Regulatjdnst~ R . . : - .

CAQ RECOMMENDATION:

Review the nine categories {or potential modifications to the Rent Stabilization
Ordinance and direct staff to develop specific lanpguage and return for council
consideratl jon

BACKGROUND:

‘

: i
On June 2, Council introduced an amenament 10 Uhe Kent Stabillization RQtulatjons to
replace the Mobilehome Rent Review Board with City Council. Council further
directed staff to return with a complete package of recommendations regarding the
seven listed categories for modifications to the existing rent stabilization
regulations. and two additional categories safe harbor and vacancy decontrol.

The City Council also took public testimony from representatives of park owners
asking that any substantive Council action concerning rent stabilization be delayed
for four to six months. During the “cooling-off"“ period. owners and residents would
attempt to meet and confer in the hopes reaching an agreement on a long-term lease.
The Council felt the proposal was worthy of some consideration. Owners and
residents were encouraged to provide a progress report by June 16th.

On April 14, 1987, the City Council reviewed the recommendations by the Mobile Home
Rent Review Board. Council agreed to substitute itself for the Board and staff was
asked to further explore issues including: 1) Methods for determining a reasonable
rate of return; 2) Water metering/utility allowance; 3) Consumer Price Index; 4)
Recreational vehicles; 5) Rent Control based on economic need; 6) Mediation; and 7)
Hearing Officer.

The City Council will find attached to the staff report an analysis of nine local
jurisdictions with rent stabilization. This attachment is intended to assist the
Council in further exploring matters of local concern by providing information
regarding solutions used by other cities and counties. The entire text of each rent
stabilization ordinance is in the Council's reading file.

METHODS FOR DETERMINING A REASONABLE RATE OF RETURN

There are five major fair return standards for determining a fair and reasonable
rate of return. Each has advantages and disadvantages. The most commonly used fair
return standards are: Return on Value, Return on Equity, Return on Gross Rent,
Percentage Net Operating Income, Cash Flow, and Maintenance of Net Operating Income.

An article published in the Rutgers Law Review and authored by Mr. Ken Barr is
attached in your packet of June 2, 1987. This article outlines in detail the major
return standards. Please note, Mr. Barr is perceived to be “"pro-tenant” by some.

EXHIBIT "B”
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CASH_FLOW_STANDARD

______ trndlord is entitled to E
rents which are sufficient tao cover operating expenses and mortphge payﬁvntsi
The formula wonld read as follows gross rent vqgfis'ﬂnﬁfﬁiinﬂ CNpenSses Dlﬂ?
mortyage pavments The variables cousidered e the Cash Flow standiacd oo bade
operating expenses and mortpage luterests

tnder the Cash Flow standard  fair rent as darveely determined by the owners’
finnunc iy arvangements . Siuce mortgape javaents are ineluded s oo varoab be

when such formulas are uased owners of parks of “eqoal o vialoe™ who were charging

comparable rents prior to the adoption of rent controls may be allowed to charge
differing rents becanse of the differences in their mortgage payments.

Critics of the Cash Flow standard fecl that if the purpose of rent control is to
regulate rents, then the nse of the formula opens the rent setting process to
regulated. Formnlas which include debt service as

manipulation by those who are
lenders determine what rents

an expense in effect let sellers, purchasers. and
shall be permitted. To this extent, Cash Flow standards defeat the regulatory
purposes of rent control.

Despite shortcomings, the Cash Flow standard has had appeal to legislators and
trial courts, because it guarantees that no landlord will be forced to operate

at a loss.

RETURN ON EQUITY

When the Return on Equity standard is used, equity is usually defined as cash
investment. The cash investment includes the initial down payment plus
principal payments. The Return on Equity standard formula reads as follows:
gross rent equals operating expenses plus mortgage payments plus return on cash
investment. The variables considered in the Return on Equity included operating
expenses, mortgage interest and cash investment.

Becanse the Return on Equity formula takes into consideration both the mortgage
financed and cash investment portions of a property owner's investment, fair
rents for landlords who pay the same price for a park will be comparable, even
if the sizes of their down payments vary substantially.
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By saassuming that romts will be equat< to cover morlpagie  payments and plubydn

for a return 6n eqiily. the Return on Equity. standird in e et ML Arant aes it

.:115 zn\'«:s‘t'nnrnt‘ will b reasonable.  Ownees who pay the moxnt and e t I,J\«, highest
interest rate mortgagies are permitted to charge the hiphest rents.  This ‘may be
perceived as defeating the purpose of rent control repualation, N

ity tormosta has had

ton betreve that the Tandlord

Despite its serious shortcomings. the Keturs on b
widespread appeal Joth tenants and J.\.nHmd\ o1
is entitled to o talr return on Cash invested. and n;v«-r;f:uf tioned La o measure

their rate of return in terms of return ore cash ornvestuent

FETURN 0N VALUL

Under a Return on Value standard., an owner 15 entitled te rents which are
adequate to cover operating expenses and yileld a specificd rate of return on
"fairmarket value’ Mortgage interest is not considered as an expense, since
the rate of return is calculated on the full value of the property. rather than

on the owner's equity.

The formula for the Return on Value is as follows: gross rent equals operating
expenses plus return on value. The variables considered by the Return on Value
standards are operating expenses and value.

The chief conceptual failing of the Return on Value standard lies in its

circularity. The use of a Return on Value standard in a rent control context is
circular because the value of a mobile home park is normally a fundtion of its
projected income. Therefore, controls that govern rents also influence income

and determine the value of the property.

Estimates of fair market value by appraisers, assessors, or other experts are
highly subjective. Because such valuation problems exist, fair return hearings
can become expensive debates over the value of the park.

There have been many court cases dealing with the question of whether a body of
rent regulations must use the fairmarket value approach. All have rejected the
position that such an approach is legally required and have noted that., although
it is but one way to provide for a just and reasonable return, its effect is
somewhat conflicting with the traditional goals and purposed of rent control.

PERCENTAGE NET OPERATING INCOME

Under the Percentage Net Qﬂgféliﬂg Income standard, a rent increase is warranted
it the net operating income from a property is less than a designated percentage
of its gross rental income. The purpose of this standard is to provide
landlords with a guaranteed minimum net operating-income-to-gross-rent ratio
which will provide adequate income for debt service and profit.
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S considered duthe Percentage Net Operating Jucome standarvd inclade only

]

The formnla reads as follows: - gross rent equals-operating expenses times a
ixed favrtor representing ‘an established rental income. The variables - ;

e e e e

operating exponses.

-

Pheve oove wapor advantages to the Porcentape Net Opeprating jncome standard in
that 3t avoids the circolarity associated with Retnen on Value standards and
Aavori e owner s particaolar purchase price ami other financing arrangements.
The pramary disadvantape of this standard s that o estabisshes o aniform

net o operating income to-gross-rental income ratye as farr o when, in fact,

net operating s income to gross-rental income ratios viary widely among "classes

of propesties sach as mobilehome parks

MAINTENANCE_OF NET OPERATING INCOME (MNOI)

Under the Maintenance of Net Operating Income standard, owners may obtain rent

increases which are adequiate to cover increases in operating expenses. Fair net
operating income is defined as the net operating income that a property vyields
during a base period.

The MNOD standard formula reads as follows: gross rent equals base date gross
rent plus current operating expenses minus base date operating expenses.
Variables considered in this standard include operating expenses, base date
gross income and base date operating expenses.

From a conceptual point of view the MNOI appears to be the only return standard
which is consistent with the general policy of tying rent increases to
landlords' increases in operating costs.

The MNOI avoids circularity associated with Return on Value standards and it
does not base fair return levels on the particular purchase price, investment or
financing arrangements of the owner. It also offers the most reasonable type of
incentive for increased operating and maintenance expenditures, a

dollar- for-dollar passthrough.

Indexing the Maintenance of Net Operating Income

The principal issue associated with the use of the MNOI standards has been the
question of what types of adjustments, if any, should be made for inflation in
defining fair net operating income. Some MNOI standards provide for maintenance
of base period dollar net operating incomes. without any adjustment for
inflation subsequent to the base period. Other jurisdictions have adopted MNOI
to pross-income-ratio-standards, or have provided for full inflation adjustments
to the base period net operating income.
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AL intermediate ¢hoicn o to the forepoing o) t{er{ﬁxt ives would bue to A(iJlLS\ ‘?ﬁ!§c"
date aperating income by o fraction of the inflation rate. Despite ﬂhd fact
that o partial inflation adjustment may be the most reasonable approsch’
consistent with the parposes of rent control, most Jurisdictidns which Have asedd
the MNOT standard have either miade no sedbjostment for inflation or have provided

for a 100% adjustment

Some mobile home rent control ordinances have adoptod o ol retarn staudoard
ander which net operating income is permitted to increasc at 40% of the
P tatian rate Some allow up to twa thivds of the inflation rate.

Sree o critictsm of the MNOT stamdard is that the presamption that base period
rents viclded fair net operating incomes penalize owners who have beoen chargaing
bejaw market rents by epstablishing o low base-period-net-operating-income

IREAUES A common approach to dealing with the incqgquitices causced by this
presamption is to allow for exceptions {for special circumstances.

Exceptions are typically made for situations in which capital improvements made
in the vear prior to the base period were not reflected in the hase period
rent.  Other peculiar factors may also be considered as a basis for an
exception/adjustment .

summary

The Mobile Home Rent Review Board has recommended that the MNOI standard be adopted
as the formula to determine a fair and reasonable rate of return. The Board has
also recommended flexible use of the MNOI and allowance of adjustments to the base
vear computations and the addition of an inflation factor.

Under the present regulations, applicants have presented several or all of the fajr

return standards to the Board Ihis method was time consuming and often times
confusing. The Council will need to review the five major fair return standards and

determine which formula they wouyld like to see utilized when hearing applications
for a rent increase.

Pr—

Options

1. Council may choose to include MNOI as the method for determining fair rate of
return. [f MNOl is chosen, Council will need to determine what, if any,
adjustments to the base year computations should be allowed and whether or not
an inflation factor should be included.

2. Council may choose to include one of the other fair standards as the method for
determing fair rate of return.

“h.
1
i
i
'
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3.- Council may choose uot to spédity what standard Qs 4{} be used In determinipg
fair rate-of return. ' - ' L Co

Recommendation

Stal!l recommends Couner b oadopt MNOT an the method tor determining just and
reasonable rate of return, Inciading provisions for base vear adjustments and an
inflation factor of 1004

CONSUMER PRICE_INDEX

t

Section 5.44.060, B.2 of the SLOMU permits an allowiabhle tnerease over the oxisting
base space rents equal to three ourths (75%) of the Pl

The Mobile Home Rent Review Board has recommended to rthe Councitl the following
“sliding scale” increase based on the current CPI figure:

A 0% 5% CPIl allows for a 100% of the CPl o increase;
A 5% or higher CPI allows for 5% plus 75% of the CPl over 5%.

The Board feels this sliding scale is equitable to both residents and owners and
represents a balance between what the park owners and residents wanted.

Local jurisdictions throughout the state and the country apply the CPI in many
varied fashions. Many allow for a 75% computation and a few have language which
incorporates a 100% CPI calculation. A few have replaced use of a 75% CPI with
either a sliding scale or 100% of CPI.

Section 5.44.060, B2 also states the CPl adjustments will depend upon the preceding
twelve month period. This language does not clearly address whether or not a park

owner must pass on the CPI increast every twelve months, (use it or lose it).

The Board has recommended that the CPIl increase be allowed annually only and based
upon the preceding twelve month period.

1. Council may choose a sliding scale for CPl computations and specify frequency of
application of CPI.

2. Council may choose to use 100% of CPI.

3. Coancil may choose not to modify the CPl allowable increases from 75%

b
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Statft recommends Council adopt the stiding scale recommended by the Mobilehome Rent

Review Bourd and timit application of the CPI to once per yvear “ase it oor lose 1"

HEARING OFFICEK
The Conncrl hias divected staff to investigate the concept ol a hearving officer as
one potentral method of reviewing matters concernns wmebiic home vent o stabilizat ion

repnlations

A ey of freer approach has proved effective in cithies and conntices throughout
the state Essentially, the hearing officer acts as the "body  in place of a rent
control board or the Jepislative authority such as the City Conncil.

The hearing of ficer assumes all of the powers and duties once delegated to the rent
review board.  The hearing officer would receive, investigate, hold hearings and
make determinations upon the issues relating to mobiie home park rent stabilization.

The bhearing officer may be selected by the Council or the City Administrative
Officer and should not be a staff member, but would be hired on a contract basis and
be responsible to the City Administrative Officer. His decision would be appealable
to the City Council. The hearing officer must be knowledgeable and may have
demonstrated experience in rent disputes, conflict resolution or mediation. The
hearing officer may, in fact, be a “"pool"” of individuals who conduct reviews of
applications. This system of analysis on rent disputes allows for a variety of
hearing personnel and avoids any perception of bias.

Costs Associated with a Hearing Officer Concept

The financial considerations and impacts are substantially varied. Most local
governments are responsible for the entire costs of rent control disputes
managed by a hearing officer.

Few jurisdictions share the costs with park owners and residents. There are
rare circumstances in which owners and residents pool funding based on a per
mobile home space basis to assist in the hearing officer's costs.

Costs of hearings may also be borne by each party to the hearing in such amounts
as determined by the City, or the hearing officer., exclusive of individual
expenses and attorneys’' fees incurred by either or both the tenants and
management .

;
;
;
|
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Nevertheless, costs for profcssionni/hédr:nu‘nf(}éu}$°ﬁrc'cxpénsive aud édﬁ#
TAang e ﬁy_»mASG().“()O per heour t"o_S}ZS 0o pet hoar The actual amount of Lime';;p(:nt:
huhrinn rent stabilizationw matters depends on the numboer of appliﬁdtions hefore
T hearing ofticer or pcndingA‘

One i jor advantapge of a hearing officor approach to matters of rent
stabilization is that of time.  The heaving ol ficer miay be directed to hear
pruding appiications within a relativeily shost persod of time. A decision may

come a8 osoon as ten days after the actnal lieas rnge s
R IUTENARN

At o sowe patnt b the futare, the Council may decrde toonse a hearing of ficer to
review sich matters as rent disputes and applications It o hearing officer
approach scems o passibility, staff should be divected to explore additional

specific information for Council consideration

@l ons D
//’A

1 Conncil may choose to instruct staff to return te Council with specific
recommendations for implementation of a “hearvine officer” after a trial period
during which Council will act as the roevicew body.

2. Council may choose to implement a hearing officer immediately.

3. Council may choose not to consider implementation of a hearing officer.

Recommendation

Staff recommends Council instruct staff to return with specific recommendations for
implementation of a "hearing officer” after a trial period during which Council will
act as the review body.

DEFINITION OF "RECREATIONAL VEHICLE"

For more than a year, the rent review board heard testimony concerning increases
applied to recreational vehicles or recreational vehicle spaces inconsistent with
the rent stabilization regulations. The Board concluded that it was the original
and current purpose and intent of the regulations to protect recreational vehicles
located in mobile home parks. Staff has administered the regulations since 1982 to
include recreational vehicles, but clarification of the regulation would be
appropriate.

0
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Recreational vehicles in most local. jurisdictions are protected by rent -
stabilization repulations s Co ) S

summary

CThe Conmcil's antention s to protect prespeational vehicles and all spaces in mobile

home parks. staff should be direcred tao rotarn with specitic language for

constderation.  This Tanpuape mav be o tadbed e ° 30 020 of the SLOMC and b

similar to the following examples

544020001 "Mobilehome toant L Cprecrea! ot vehsode tenant T, or Ctenant’ means
any person entitled to ocoupy a mobilehome o cocreational vehicle within i
mobilehome park. .

5.44.020(6) "Mobilehome” shall be as doetined by Civil Caode 7983,

5.44.020(H) T"Recreational Vehicle” shali be as defined by Civil Code 799.24

5.44.020(F) "Space rent” means ...  1n connection with the use and occupancy of a
mobilehome space, including the use by a recreational vehicle in such a space.

1. Council should direct staff to return with specific language to provide
protection for recreational vehicles being used as permanent residences.

Recommendation

Staff recommends Council formally provide protection for recreational vehicles being
used as permanent residences.

RENT CONTROL BASED ON ECONOMIC NEED

One of the primary arguments for mobilehome rent stabilization is the need to
maintain mobilehome parks as partial solutions to the shortage of affordable
housing. Since many mobilehome park residents are on a fixed income and at a low
level of income, a dilemma has developed between the necessity of avoiding
displacement of low income residents and that of providing a fair and reasonable
return for park owners.

Rent control based on economic need is actually a subsidy program for park tenants
and, as such, appears to go well beyond the initjal intent and provisions of the
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statrrlization ordinances. fn o letter dated Aprat 14, 1987, Mr. Georpe J. Moyien
Executive Director of the Housing Authority of San Luis Obispo made the following

proposal forr the City's Mobilehome Park Owners-  The program, jf4jmplbﬁéntedé'wonfdlf

he adman l::.t’i:g‘(jd by the Honsing Alkil‘l()!‘ity -

i Parkowners are assessed an initial amount equial to $18 per space.  This
Assessment’ woh)xi’he hsed to Aaupment the Housing Authority’s Scetion 8 housing
assistance payments propram [t would also provide assistance for very dow
jnubmv Yamil{vsjuldvrly wha do not qnatify for the Section 8 program, For
instonce a4 H59-year-old who is alene and not handicapped or disabled doos oot
qualify for the Section 8 program, but may well meet the income pnidelines oited

below
z The tond wonld bhe administered by the Housing Anthority and decisions as to who
wonld receive assistance woinld be made by the Apthority when the fand s

deploeted parkowners wounld agree to provide additional fands in the $10 per space

increments

3 Very low income residents would apply for assistance to the Housing Authority
upon receipt of their rent increase. The Housing Authority would determine
income and program elipgibility as well as amount of subsidy. [Income limits to

he used are as follows:

Household Size Maximim Income

$11,550
13,200
14,850
16.500
17.800

[ L S R

The above income limits are published annually by the U.S. Dept. of Housing and
Urban Development. They are gross amounts and it is assumed new limits will be used
by the program as published. The limits are at 50% of the median income for San
Luis Obispo County.

4. The Housing Authority would notify the parkowner when a resident has qualified
for the program. Such notification would include the amount of rent to be paid
by the resident and the amount of subsidy. Any Housing Authority payment woild
be made on a monthly basis to the parkowner or appropriate agent.

S. Resident's must requalify for the program annually. Should a resident not
qualify at this time his/her rent would be the rent due as if there had been no
assistance.
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Parkowners belileve the program wonld be successial onoa voliuntary biasis, however if
Coparkowner particikpation were law, Council conald then dstablish dan ordinance making
Darticipation mandatory ' o :

Phoe MHRRB ayreced by consensus nol to recommend 4 reat stabilization ordinance bascd

anocconomie need. The Board felt 1t could beecome an administirative nightmare and
wonnbd ot nphold rhe tntent and purposc of the existing renl stabilization

ardinaree

i binance were adopted o the biasis of economts neea slone, those of very low
tneope waonld be protected from space rent rarses  bat e wajority of tenants woillo
e dedr with no protect ton This type ol coartrog oo apeabing to parkowners who

wonbd b more able to make desired pent inceeases ancher ot than ander other tvpes of

copabat Ton

oo ordinance were adopted, and no progriam estabivstoed all tenants would be

cqinib iy protected under the existing repulation: fhis might be appealing to
tenants, since one of the most effective argnment< apaainst rent increases 1s based
on the hardship it creates for low, fixed income Tenants If a voluntary program

were implemented under the oxisting regulations. fow meome tenants could benefit,
while other tenants would continue to be protected from nnreasonable space rent
increases.

TN

1. Council may choose not to make “rent control on the basis of economic need" part
of the mobilehome regulations, but may encourage voluntary participation by
parkowners and may support administration of such a program by the Housing
Authority.

¥
2. Council may choose not to make “"rent control on the basis of economic need” part
of the mobilehome regulations.

3. Council may choose to include "rent control on the basis of economic need" as a
part of the mobilehome regulations.

<ﬁ‘ Council may choose to substitute "rent control on the basis of economic need”
for the present regulations. '

Recommendation

Staff recommends Council encourage voluntary participation by parkowners and support
administration of such a program by the Housing Authority, but not include "rent
control on the basis of economic need" as part of the mobilehome rent stabilization
regnlations.
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Mediation may be inclduded as a.nccessary step iu thie fepal process for resolvipg
owiter-tepant rent increase disputes. where an tnerease above the amoupt altowed by

the vregnlations is regquested. Mediatian can take different forms, from a simple
Fegquirement that parkowners and tenauds for enant o opresentatives) meet and confel
prioc to appealing to the stabilization hoard o o mare formal mediation procoss’
with a4 non-binding arhitration component Theve e advontapes and disadvantapes to

taach method
Meet and Confer

A reqguirement that Iandlords vegqacst oy rent pnereases over the gllowed rate meet

ard nepotiate with tenants prior to o application too the rent review authority may be

incladed in the regnlation.  The asdeantapge of this wethod is that it provides au
opportunity for all parties to meet in a non adversary atmosphere to work out a
solntion that is satisfactory, while avoiding the ienpthy appeals process.  The

disadvantage is that there is no intrinsic incentive for the parties to negotiliate in
good faith in an attempt to avoid the process.

Meet and Confer with a Facilitator

This type of mediation requires the parties to meet and confer on disputed issues,
but a neutral third party is included. The mediator is paid for services, so cost
distribution between involved parties becomes an issue. Various jurisdictions
throughout the state use some form of mediation with a facilitator or required
non-binding arbitration as part of their rent stabilization ordinances. The costs
of the mediation may be born by the parkowner requesting the rent increase, shared
by the owner and tenants, or shared by the owner, tenants and the jurisdiction
involved, in this case the City of San Luis Obispo.

The parties meet and confer over disputed issues in the presence of an unbiased
facilitator who acts to guide them to a mutually satisfactory resolution of
differences. While similar to the meet and confer method., the addition of a third
party is often effective in assisting parties to overcome their emotions and in
leading them to effective solutions. Unless all parties are willing to work toward
a compromise. this method may not be more effective than the meet and confer
process, and it does involve additional costs

Mediation with a Non-Binding Arbitration Component

This method is a culmination of the first two with an additional role for the
facilitator. If, after discussion and mediation has taken place, the parties are
still unable to agree on a solution, the mediator considers the facts that have been
presented and proposed a solution that is as fair a compromise as possible for all
concerned.  This step is effectively arbitration, bnt it is non-binding in that
either or both parties may appeal the decision to the rent reveiw body.
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Mediation with a non-binding arbitration component s also costly, but can he

effective if the results are made aviti lable to the repgntatory authority . in those
cases where apreement is not reached. - Generally, ;|,nu:dizatj()u. process 'ilﬂ:1nxd}:s }nnn:ﬁ
cvidence from both sides of o dispi .- The-mediator is unbaised and proefessionatly
trained to apalyze infoirmation and propese a fair, if not totally satisfactory,
,ﬁnmprumdﬁr sobrt fony. It the {ihﬂinxg af the mediaton wvrvlﬁnnsjdvrbd hy the npppn;
nnthnrityﬂ the costs of mediation micoht be justified

By making the nediation findings »vidence in the eventaal hearing . the results conld
be twotold. First, there would be o fncentive for albi parties to accept the
decision of @her mediator, unless strang <evj(ie|u;u exasted for appeal iy the
delterminat ion This contd resnit in a reduced numbes of hearings Second ., the
report o of the wediator contd facilitate the stabitization asuthority's mvestigat ron

of the case when 1t comes before it

P hearaing ofticer were to he ased by the City of san Luis Obispo, 1t might be
considered redandant and costly to include both a mediation with non-binding
arbitration requirement and consideration by a hearing oftficer with the right
appeal to Coancil. [t might, however, be desirable to include mediation with a
non bhinding arbitration component in the rent stabilization ordinance with the
nnderstanding that if and when o hearing officer approach is implemented, the

to

hearing officer wonld become the mediator. This would provide an opportunity far
all parties to mutually agree to a solution to their problems with the assistance of
wortld

an unbiased mediator. and in thosc cases where agreement cannot be reached,
reduce the number of hearings required for the hearing officer to make his
recommendation for a settlement. Council would still retain its position as the

appeals board.

It was the consensus of the MHRRB that mediation could provide a useful method for
solving disputes without the need for a hearing. The recommendation made was for
some form of mediation to be included in the stabilization regulations.

Options
1. Council may choose to include the "meet and confer™ approach to mediation as a
required step in the application process. If this approach is chosen staff

should be directed to return with recommendations as to specific procedural

regulations.

2. Council may choose to include the “meet and confer with a facilitator” approach
to mediation as a required step in the application. If this approach is chosen,
staff should be directed to return with specific language and recommendations

for cost distribution.

3. Council may choose to include the "mediation with a non-binding arbitration
component” as a required step in the application. If this approach is chosen,
staff should be directed to return with specitic language and recommendations

for cost distribution.
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4 Conncil may choose not to include mediation as o roguirement for application to

Lthe process
Kecomaenda! 1o

approach o mediation as

Statt recowmends that Councii include the “mect and confer
Aoreqguired step o oan the application process and direct staft to return with
reconmendit tons s to o spec it o procedural repundations . anléss Conneil feels

taplonentat ton of o hearing officer is imminent . in whitch case Council may wish to

constder the "medintion with 5 non binding arbitration component”™ as an interim

HIFRPRIANEE S B

The Issue ol utilhity allowances has focused primarily on water in the City of San
bt conld conceivably include electricity, gas. cable television. ete
At some later date The guestion is whether or not a1 parkowner, that has previously
Included ntilities as part of the “services” paid for In i space rental, should bho
allowed to install meters for those utilities, make a commensurate rent reduction,
Tand then bill the tenants separately for indjvidual Hsage

Litts Obispo,

To require a tenant to pay for a service previously inclhiuded in the rent is an
increase under our regulations. The issue 1Is whether or not a parkowner shounld be
allowed to separate a utility from the rent, and if so, how the corresponding
reduction in rent (to correspond to the reduction in service) should be determined.

Tenants argue that where utilities have initially been included in the space rental,
this means unlimited use of utilities. Therefore, any method of breaking out the
utility will result in an increase in space rental above that allowed by the
regulations and should not be allowed.

Parkowners argue that as utility costs rise, allowing tenants to continue
unrestrained use of utilities constitutes a burdensom increase in operating

expenses . Further, there is no incentive for tenants to conserve valuable resources
such as water. which often leads to waste and unnecessarily high utility bills.

It is noteworthy that in a number of city ordinances throughout the state, the lissiue
of utility allowance is not specifically addressed. but is decided on a case by case
basis, covered loosely under a “"reduction of services shall be accompanied by a
corresponding reduction of rent” clause.

If it is determined that owners should be allowed to install meters to separately
bill tenants for utility usage, some formula for determining how much of a rent
reduction should accompany the change must be determined. Often, a base use or
amount of water, electricity, and so on is determined to be the average use for the
size of the mobilehome. The cost of that amount of a utility is then deducted from
the base space rent. In effect, the parkowner pays for the base allowance of the
utility and the tenant pays for any usage above that amount.
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Flie "MHRREB recommends - thit purkuwﬁurs‘hu allowed to separate utiliiics pnd has

calenlated a formula for determining thic base allowance. Tt is-important to note.
that iy the recent Silver City J;)p(nf}, the Banrd'é decision 1o altow waten ter b
billed separately aud its usce of the formaia for determining the base ol Jowance wiay

accentable ta the tepgant s
gt vaimy

Crne b omay choose Voo proviade for o water ntplaty aliowsance in the stabiiizat von
reyraiatrons aud oaav adopt the tformnls determined by the MHRRA (Reter to

freekside attachment for details on tormmtag
Council miy choose to provide for watvroatibity allowance in the stabilization
repudations and may direct staff to retnrn with other methods of determininge 1 he

Dase gl lownnee ar o mav substitute a4 method of its own choosing

¢ Council may choose not to provide for ntility nllowance in the regulations
Recommendation

staff recommends Council provide for water utility allowance in the stabilization
regulations and adopt the formula determined by the MHRRB.

SAFE HARBOR

The Safe Harbor concept holds that if a certain percentage of park residents have
signed long term leases, then the park is exempt from the provisions of rent
stabilization. (SLOMC 5.44.030E)

Presently, our ordinance requires a mobilehome park to have 100% of the residents on

long-term leases in order to be exempt from rent stabiljzation, and there is no safe

harbor_provision. As you'll recall, Rancho San Luis was forced to apply for an
exemption to the regulations, even though 98 of 100 tenants had signed long term

Jeascs. A requirement for 100% participation does not give parkowners any incentive
to offer long-term leases. since the goal is difficult, if not impossible, to
reach .

Many local governments throughout California have implemented a safe harbor concept
within their existing ordinance. Many jurisdictions have enacted new rent control
ordinances including a safe harbor provision. This has been done as a mechanism for
encouraging long-term leases. Tenants not covered under the long-term lease are
provided with ap_oppoartunity, for up to twelve months, to sign a lease with the same

conditions as those tenants who do have a lease.  (See City of Rocklin/Council
Reading File)

Miany residents feel if a4 majority of residents of a mobilehome park wish to sipir

long-term leases, other residents of the park should not be penalized for not doings
s0.  Some residents believe a sate harbor provision will eventually lead to higher
base space rents. -
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It s safe harbor Is provided, two thirds scems to be the most appropriate bodause it
has been tested successfully 70 The courts (ClTy ol Ooranstaed and parallels the

supeér majority requirement in oother gpovernpment contexts

The MHREB voted 3 2 to recommend that the sate harbor concept be ancladed i the
ordinance for San Lais Obispo, and that 66 2730 of resitdents bhe on Jong term lensres
before o park 1s exempted from rent stabilization Thee Board felt safe harboe wirs
Aan o incentive for o the ftenants to siyn Tong fers beass

Upf Tons

aur existing

1 Comne 1l mav choosce to anclude a sate harbor concep! within
should be established

recalations If Comnmcil choases to de this Do rcentagre

as the necessary portion of residents for o patrk to be exempt {rom the
ordinance

4 The Conmncil may choose not to support a safe harhor concept within our existing

regnlations
Recommendation
Staff recommends a safe harbor component be included in the Rent Stabilization

regulations and that a twn-thirds limit be utilized This modification to the
existing ordinance should encourage the signing of long term leases.

VACANCY DECONTROL

Vacancy decontrol or change in occupancy allows the park owner to increase the space
rent after_a coach sells_;*zhis does not allow the existing tenant to transfer e
his/her base space rent rate to the _pnew purchaser. Park owners argue that the
“space rent rights” belong to them. Two methods of achieving this involve a
“limited vacancy decontrol” standard or a “market value” increase.

The limited vacancy decontrol standard sets or_limits the amount of increse a park
owner may chargp the new resident(s). The market value method allows the parkowner
to charge the new resident{s) whatever the market will bear. Many cities throughout
California have implemented some form of vacancy decontrol/change of occupancy.

Some cities allow the parkowners and residents to establish a new monthly rent for
such spaces as a private matter of negotiation. (See Santa Barbara County Park
Owners Association ordinance in Council Reading file).

o

The City of Morro Bay recently enacted rent stabilization and allowed a $10.00 “cap”

to vacancy decontrol. The City of Oxnard and the City of Rocklin have limited
decontrol standards at $15.00 and $20.00 respectively.
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some residents gre.opposed o o vacancy decontrol concept because it would only
for the park owncrs and make 1t -more difficnlt {or
i

mmerease the amount of profit
Ple hhomes
e

hhome owners to sell their mobd

The Hoard voted 4 2 favoring Vancancy Decanteol. Chiange ol Decupancy s A component
of the rent stabifization regulations The Board belicved vacancy decontyol and
DUCHPpABCY e incentives for tenants to o sipgn lony term Jeases. The Board
addition. the Board

the death of &

chinge In
agrecd Lhat o cap of 5% siieuld be part of the provision I
found that! situntions in which & coach changes ownership because of
spouse shauld he excinded tThis would apply to transfer from one spouse to the

Poard felt fmplementing o vacancy decontrolschange of

SHEVIVING Spouse ol v The
purposc aid intent of the regulations,

GCCUPANCY Provision wis consistant with the
specitically. protecting exasting residents from unroasonable rent increases and

reductions in services

1. The Council miay wish to consider adopting a vacancy decontol/change of occupiancy
concept . If the Council desires this as a compouent of the ordinance. a
decision must be reached whether or not the vacancy decontrol/change of status
provision should be limited or market value based. If the provision is to be a
limited vacancy decontrol standard, the amounts of increase a park owner may
charge a new resident needs to be established. This may be accomplished by a
set "cap” such as the City of Morro Bay does, or by basing it upon a percentage
figure determined by the base space rents.

2. The Council may choose not to include in the rent stabilization regulations a
provision for vacancy decontrol/change of occupancy.

Recommendation

Staff recommends Council include a vacancy decontrol/change of occupancy standard in
the ordinance and limit the amount the owner may increase the base space rents
charges between tenancies to $15.00.

@ERNATIVE:?)

1. Council may choose to determine which of the nine types of modifications are to
be incorporated into the city's rent stabilization regulations and which are not
to be considered. Those that are to be included may be referred to staff for
return with specific language and with direction as to which specific method of
application is desired.
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Councill omay choose to rapiewent some of the type al o modifications: and mav

it o staff to retorn with o specifie Tanjpraage foroaeo doing Counc il omay o ot the
same onee s desare gal Do e et Thee ather aodi s ot rons o bt Lo o dndt pbate 0 trfal
pervad Tor tarther dnvestapaldan anto theor g oo oty and desirabilaey

E Pomitic b omay chioose Yo tmpbenens s e peed athers g pna b pate

a trtal o peviod for fartheo stady ar o
; e 1 omay chogse aol to tarther mods by The Mo Dol Font Stabit izl o,

AR AN RN

SUMMARY

potentinl modilicarions ta the present mobiy lebhome

The aanes catepories explored as
recompendat ions

ordinance are separate and distinet assues The

rent o siabalization
The concept was to

af the Mobnlehome Rent Review Board were made as g packape.
provide an ordinance which would strike a balance between parkowner and tenant
nterests and encourage the signing of longt term lesses.  Council may, howewver,
choose to implement specific concepls and/or recommendations in any combination it
feols will provide an effective regulation package

If Council determines that major modifications should be made to the present rent
stabilization regulations, it may wish to place a moratorium on accepting
applications to the rent review process until the modifications can be completed.

In many instances, adoption of a particular standard may affect what other standards
are to be used in order to create a balanced and fair ordinance. For example, if
Council decides to include a decontrol or change of occupancy clause, it might wish
to also require that in order to receive the benefits of such a clause, a park must
fall offer a model lease. In this way. owners and tenants would be encouraged to

establish long-term leases.
Stat't recommendations for modifications are summarized as follows:

The revised ordinance would establish the MNOI as the standard for determining a
fair rate of return and would include some allowance for adjustment of base year
computations to include an inflation factor A sliding scale computation would
be applied to the allowed CPI based increase on an annual {use it or lose it}
basis. Druing the trial-period, parkowners and tenants could be required to
meet and confer prior to the submission of an application for rent review.
Following the trial period, if an assessment of the established process
indicates the need for a Hearing Officer. the Hearing Officer could act as: 1)
mediator, facilitating agreement hetween the parties: 2) fact-finder. soliciting
and evialuating infarmation relating to cach rasc: and 3} non binding arbitrator
when the parties are unable to reach 4 satisfactory resolution to their dispute
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N

The Hearitap Officer would draw apon the aviibabld evidence and the mediation

SeSS10NnS

to make g decision regarding the case. That decision cou

to the Conncil, and the hearing G ficer s deciston woabd beoa port

cvidenoe

Council wounld consvder o rendeciog 1ty decrsion

Recrveatyonad vehicles wonld e protected ander the stabrlizatian ¢

Parkowners wenld be epooaraecd Yo particoipatc tnog o sabsidy program

v the San Lors Obispo Hoosing Anthori

AWt e

Dt opag s roipatton wonld

'
!
Povdodd ar i aandirane e with
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Stafl revommends Council review the nine categories for potential modi
the Rent Stabilization Ordinance and direct staff to develop specific
retarn for Conncil consideration,

Attachments:

Analysis of 10 Local Governments' Ordinances
Council Reading File

Ken Barr Article: "Fair Return Standards”
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